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¢ . RURAL DEVELOPMENT

g MONDAY’ SEPTEH[—BEB 21, 197'1
U.S. Sexatm\: -

” ' ' SuscomMiTrEE 68 RURAL DEvELOPMENT 3
. oF THE COMMITTER ON AGRICULTURE AND Fomestry, -
: : . Washington, D.O.

The coxpmittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:10 a.m., in room 324,
Old Senate Office Building, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey (chairman of
the subcemmittee) presiding. . . ‘ . .

Present : Senators Humphrey (presiding), Allen, and Curtis.

Senator Humpreny. I will call this su%)committee to order. Other
members will be here very shortly. :

Ordinarily, gentlemen, we have our committee meetings at 10
o’clock. Senators try to arrange their schedule accordingly. But we
have such a lisf; of witnesses—and I want to get on with this business .
of going over the proposed legislation e have before us—that we
decided to open .our meetings at 9 a.m. And we are going to go all
the way through this entire day. . . A :

I have a very brief statement. ) -

-

STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, A U.S. SﬁATOB
s FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA o

s Senator HomMPHREY. On March.10, 1971, President Nixon submitted
-his message to Congress on special revenue sharing for rural com-
munity development. In that message, which sub<cquently was
embodied in S. 1012, intzoduced by Senator Jack Miller (Republica.n
Iowa), the President proposet the establishment of a $1.1 billion fund
to be shared among all 50 States to be spent’at their own discretion. _
The moneys for this fund would consist of those now being expended
*~ for the following 11 categorical Federal programs:
f Cooperative Agricultural Extension Service.
Appalachian Regional Commission. L
( Title V regional commissions..
Economic Development Administration.
.o Rumal water and waste disposal grants.
Regource conservation and development program.
Rural environmental assistance program (earlier called ACP).
. Gred% Plains agricultural conservation program. '
: Water bank program. :
Forestry assistance grants. .
ree planting grants. : ) *~
For these 11 programs, $921 million was to be expended during the
current 1971 fiscal year. In addition, the President’s proposal calls
for an additional $179 million in new money. &
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As T indicated on July 27, the Rural Development Subromipittee
inténds to complete action on this bill ns soon as practicable. Futher-
mere, since this revenue bill is suéll a kby part *of the President’s
legistutive program, the subcommittee inten(ls tp report the bill to
the full Committee on Agriculture and Forestry fpr. final action.

Today, the witnesses scheduled to appear befyre the subcommittee
are representing those groups or operations that would be most
directly affected by the enactment 0} this bill. On April 23d, Secre-
taries Connally, Hardin, and Romney appeared before the committee
on behalf of the administration in support of this proposed legislation.
Other public witnesses have ap )em-e(ll before us during the heatings
on rural development we held here in Washington on April 29 and

. _on June 16 and 17. Today, we will complete our hearings op this legis-

lation. We hope to complete action within the subcommittee and the

full committee on the bill during October. '
We will hold the record open of course for receiving written testi-

foony from other wijtnesses. I don’t like to close the body of the

testimony ()r1the record too early. Therefore we will allow plenty of

time. ‘
~ Although I am in favor of general revenue sharing—and have

‘introduced my own legislation concerning it—I have reserved judg- °
- ment on the matter of special revenue sharing measures submitted

to the Congress by the President.

While I am in general sympathy with the desire and need for sim-

Blifying our Federal categorical programs in order to bring greater
exibility and reduce unnecessary bureaucratic red tape from their
administration, I am gravely concerned about the potential abolish-
ment of worthwhile Federal programs which have been developed to
assist rural people meet many of their local needs. :

Therefore, I welcome before us today representuntives of. those
interests and look forward to hearing their views on the President’s
proposal. '

I think I should say that I think the subcommittee and in fact the
full committee is very open minded about the legislation. I don’t
think any of us have arrived at a point of definite decision except

* those. who have introduced the legislation. And even when we intro-

duce it we reserve the right to change. our mind—at least on details.

Now, Mr. Watts, I would appreciate having you introduce for the
record each of your associates.

Mr. Watts 1s director for extension and university services, and
director of cooperagive extension of Colorado State University.

Mr. Watts, would you present your associates. .

STATEMENT OF DR. LOWELL H. WATTS, DIRECTOR FOR EXTENSION

AND UNIVERSITY SERVICES, AND DIRECTOR, COOPERATIVE EX-
TENSION SERVICE, COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY, FORT COL-
LINS, COLO.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND THE
EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY

Mr. Warrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman .
With me today representing their respective, States—and eac of
these people are directors of extension in those States—are Dr. J
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Hutchison of Texas; Dr: Joe Stein of Nevada, who i also chairman
of the Extension (‘ommittee on Organization and Policy; Dr. Paul -
Shaffer, -who is representing the executive offices of the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, and who
is director of the Officer of International Programg of that association;
Dr. B. L. Coffindaffer; of West Virginia; and Dr. Howard Diesslin,
of Indiana. - : :

Our testimony is presented with the approval and support of the
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges
and the Extension Committee on Organization and Policy and on
behalf of the most complex, most far reaching and most pervasiv’
organization ever created to project-scientific knowledge in a meaning-
ful and useful forin to people outside the classroom. Our testimony
will focus upon sections 202(e) and 416 of Senate bill 1612, .

At the outset, we commend the Congress for the policy statement

_on rural developmerrt contained in title IX of the 1970 Farm Act. “
We”also support the concerns for rural America and for balanced
growth and development expressed by the President in his message
on rural community development. The Cooperative Extension Service
has the capacity and organization to contri[;ut,e to those policy objec-

- tives. It can do so, however, only as an objeltive, politically neutral

P
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educational organization. This testimony will Jexamine the provisions
of S. 1612 in terms of their impacts upon this capability as well as the
delivery of other authorized educational services.

Senator HumMpHrEY. What are the areas you were going to con-
centrate on?

. Mr. Warrs. Section 202(e) and section 416.

Senator HomprrEY. Thank you. - .

Mr. Warrs. After serious analysis we have concluded that S. 1612 .
as it is'now written would significantly alter the nationwide systém of £3
informal education so soundly conceived and so laboriously constructed
over the past 57 years. The bill now before you—at least that part
pertaining to the Cooperative Extension Service—is vague and fraught
with hidden,"long-range implications. Section 202(e) appears to main-
tain Cooperative Extension as the outreach arm of our land-grant
universities and the educational arm of the USDA. But section 202(e)
tells us nothing about the authority of the Secretary of. Agriculture
to approve plans of work. It does not specify the authority of the
Governors. It fails to insure political neutrality. National threads of
})rogram effort are ignored. It is not clear whether the 1971 funding
evel is a frozen figure or only a base.

The Cooperative Extension Service is clearly unlike any of the
other agencies ot programs included in' the proposed act. It is not a
categorical grant program. It already is based on high local involve-
ment of peoplein the determination of its program pridrities. It already .
provides a greater flexibility in programing than would be required
under revenue sharing. It is not an action program but an educational
one. .

Already incorporated into Extension’operations are the revenue-
sharing concepts of shared funding, local decisionmaking, the estab-
Jishment of program priorities, and decentralized control. An important’
added feature of the existing arrangement is a nationwide network
supportive but not directive of State and local programs. Extension

-
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"programs have remained’ relatively free of political direction and

control, primarily because of Extension’s tie to the lagd-grant institu-
tions ‘the ‘‘mutual agreement” clause 6f the Smith\lever Act, its
multiple sources of funding, its close ties to and dependence upon
research, and: the fact that it is not a direct line agency of. either
Federal or State Government. We believe that inclusion of Extension
jn revenue sharing would jeopardize the continuation of local funding
ond volunteer support which is significant in this program.

The fact that the President has, in sectign 202(e), seen fit to
exempt Extension from the general provislons of revenue-sharing
legislation is an indication that the Cooperative Extension Service is
recognized as not fitting easily and appropriately into the revenue-
sharing concept as proposed in S.~1612. 5
. Pagsageof this legislation could alter the}asié operating structure
of Cooperative Extension in such-a manner/as to subject it to direct

_political influencé, decentralize it to.a point where national goals

and efforts.could not effectively be mounted and thereby negatively
affect the educational impact of the program. After careful study and
analysis of the legislative proposal, it appears that an eﬁ'e%tive, proven,
and workable system is being subjected to the high risk“of distortion
and weakness. .

Permit me now to speak directly to some of the weaknesses as we

1. Thege is no provigion in the bill for mutual agreement betiwveen
the State land-grant university and the Secretary of Agriculture as
to the broad nature of programs to be conducted.

The Department has stated: .

" We are confident that effective and satisfactory working relationships can be
worked out between the land-grant institution and the Department in continuing
Extension work under revenue sharing. The revenue-sharing proposal did not
contemplate the abolishment of the Federal Extension Office since there will he a
need continue national-regional-state relationships and other™ cooperatg\z‘%_
efforts. - .

We are less confident than is the Department that all these rela-
tionships could be so effectively worked out under S. 1612, The mutual
consent provision of the Smith-Lever Act is one of the bases upon
which the nonpolitical arrangements for Cooperative Extension has .
been assured. Elimipation of this relationship leaves to change the
working out of arrangements for the future. If, under revenue sharing,
a Secret should 1mpose strict program constraints, the program
could be altered thereby. It could also be expectéd that the separate
States, once the money was allocated to them under revenue sharing
would construe their role to be fully controlling. Qur position on this
point is that any legislative language which fails to provide adequate
protection for an educational progsam to operate free of direct political
control is unsound and not in the best interests of the public.

Now, to examine this a little bit, if both revenue sharing and
Federal Government reorganization are approved as now proposed,
we would find the State cooperative exetnsion services fundeg through-.
the new Department of Community Develop t and the national
office, now Extension Service, USDA, located,in thé Department’ of
Economic Affairs. It is difficult to visualize Yiow this arrangemgnt
could possibly provide the needed national cooldingtion and support -

_ implied by the Secretary in his statements before this committee.
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2. The specific point of condern is that use of penalty mail by
Cooperative Extensipn personnel would be - )ea.ledl? thus requiring
States and counties to pay funds now provi<ﬁ<]i by the Congress, be-
cause they do require a‘xddyifional inputs at thelocal level.

3. States would be required-to pay retirement and fringe benefit
costs of Extension employees. This, in effect is revenue sharing in
reverse. N . ;

4: Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding Fed-
eral appointment would be protected in the law, there is a question re-

arding the status of such personnel in terms of their fringe benefits
T a State should elect not to contribute to the Federal.retirement

5. Extension would lose its present ability to purchase supplies and

_ equipment through GSA sources and would lose its present suthority

to, acquire excess Government property. These features have provided
a great savings in the States. ' .

"The USDA has indicated that éfforts- will be made with GSA and
other appropriate authorities to permit the Cooperative Extension
Service to continue ac¢quiring ¢xcess property and utilizing other GSA-
activities and facijities. ) -

The current authorization whicl Extension has to acquire excess
property is a delegation to the Stite extension director qby the Ad-
ministiator, Extension Service, USDA, of his authority. If the
Federal appointments are n maintained, it is inconceivable that
such delegation wduld be con t(%ued.

6. There is no provision fot growth, the bill refers to maintaining
Cooperative Extension at its 1971 size and type. It does not specify
whether this referenge is only to Federal funds or to all sources and
does not provide for Extdnsion to share in sny increased funding under
the revenue-sharing bill. , : B}

Although the intent has been Stated by the sdministration that all
{funds should he considered in establishing a 1971 funding base and
that future increases are intended, there is a question as to whether

', or not the Congress can cominit State and county funds in the absence

enabling Jegislation with matching requirements at the levelindicated.

7. Section 204 Which autlorizes the expending of funds.under the
act does not include extension work in the authorization. .

If section 202(e) should remain in the legislation it would seem to
require that Extension be included in section 204 in order.for funds
to be allocated for Ixtension work. ) ,

8. There appears to be no opportunity for a State to continue
Cooperative Extension work. )\'itll| Federal support if it should elect

-not to aceept rural community’ development revenue-sharing funds.

9. Thére is high likelihood that Extension would lose its current
ability to occupy Federal office spice This would, of course, neces-
sitate incrensm[l costs by counties that would be uaffected by this
feature. . -

10. Taken in the aggregate, the bill leaves a great many arrange-

_ments to administrative discretion, This could besexpected to result

in a high variety of decisions by the separate States,, weakening the

_ national programing coordination and overtime resulting in a signifi-

eant change in the basic operating relationships and program content.
/This could be illustrated as especially damaging, in a program such

- 'as 4-H where we have the national 4-H center and national programs

v,
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and national kinds of supports as well as nutrition and other kinds®
of programs.that have a national overlay, : : ,

t is most difficult to understand a propésal that .would retain
Federal responsibility for research by the USDA and State agripultusal
experiment stations but place Extension iu ageampletely different
arrangement. Research without Extension lon® ugo was proyed as
not* being as effeetive in serving the people as woiild otherwise be the
‘case, And it seetns that itawould be very unwise to-deliberately soparate .
the national lexel researeh and Extension. .

’ concern _must also be expressed regarding poorly definéd ad-
administrative anthority in the proposed legistation, B
We sincerely attémpted to draft amendments .to S, 1612 which
would include the Cooperative Extension Service in the legislation
and insure that it would remuain effective. and responsive o loeal
needs. We have come to the conclusion that no series of amendments
will provide for anything superior to that arcady available under the
Smit‘h—Luvur and rélated nets. It is obvious fhat the Cooperative
Extension Service simply does not belong in S 1612. The “pass
through” of Extension funds to the land-grant universities would
not provide dollars for States to use under’ the geneggl action phases
of rural community development revenue sharmg#And a vory real
risk would be impbnse(l upon n workable, operating, effective system
of educational services torpeople in their home commumities.
In, the interest of the publicsserved, wé urge vou not to permit the
dissolution or warping of an educational system which is unique and
effective. We, therefore, request that the Cooperative Extension
Service be removed from the provisions of Senate bill 1612. ,
« At thi€ point, T would like to adgdress my comments to a brief ex-
amination of the role of the Cooperative Extension Service in rural
development which your committee is primarily concerned with, In
the 1970 report —and incidentalle, this'is not part of our carlier testi-
mony, but I would appreciate it if this could be included in the
record. : )

In the 197(Freport of the President’s task foree on rural development
entitled, “A New Life for the (ountry,” vou will recall that the task
force recommended: - .

* % % thdt land-grant colleges and wnicrsities step up their commitment * * *
toward t;le necds of countryside (z()x;l\wnities and rural pcople * * *,

We specifical® wish to call to the attention of this committee
the high degree of interest of the National Association of State
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the Directors of Coopera-
tive Extension in Rural Development. We are already heavily involved
in thgse rural development efforts for which the Departiment of
Agriculture has responsibility. We are working cooperatively in many
States with the State executive offices that deal with land-use plan-
nirrxlg, zoning, and resource development. ) )

oday you as a committee are seeking mechanisms bv which atten-

tion can be given in an effective manner to applying public poliey and

- public resources to assist nonmetropolitan ardas as part of a national
development plan. The implementation of a national develapment
concept of State and community levels to financial incentives of

.
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action programs:we feel must have, to be fully effective, a research
and edutdtional base, .
The Cooperative Extension organization could serve as the vehicle
to provide the oducational component. We urge that any program
- evolved for rural development mako full use of the cupabilities of the
existing ssructure of pur land-grant system for both'duta collection
and information dissemination: -~ , S
. Permit me at thit point to comment specifically upon the proposal
made to this committée by Dr..D. B. \)uhnor, yresident of the Uni- '
versity of Nebraska. You will recall that Dr. burn(\r recommended
* that the Congress puthorize and fund a system of institutes for rural
gl(\\'c#])’u}nont in the lund-grant universities which would contain re-
search and Extension components built upon the present land-grant
-model. o ) .
. Senator HruphrEY. I was going to ask you about that.

Mr. WarTs. We recognize®that Dr. Varner made this proposul as
an individual. It is certainly in, the land-grant. tradition. it is an ex-
cellent und imaginative eoncept. The land-grat system’s involvement
in rural development has been extensive over many years. Although
the Association has not vet formally studied the proposal and acted
upon it, it has supported similar concepts. Our committee—und we
too huve not had an opportunity to react formally—our committee,
a3 individual Extension directors, fully supports the: proposal us we
understand it and urges your serious (:()nsi(lemtion ofit.

We think the Extension job as outlined by Dr. Varner is certainly
compatible with und apprapriate to the role that we have historically

“made and the role'we believe Extension should play in meeting future
probdems to both the organization of Extension and its commitment
to rural people. & - '

We would stressan making these comments that Extension as it s «
now authorized ('()_3‘1(1 move into thix responsibility us o finetional

) arm of the land-grant.universities. This capacity would be jeopardized
if the Cooperative Extension Service is retained as now indicated in
Senate bill 1612. We therefore urge this committee to stéike from 3,
1612 all reference to the Cooperative Extension Service and to 2(‘l‘mit

.

. instend its continued operation under existing wuthority of the Smith-
Leveract. - ' .
* " We are at vout disposal for any questions. And we appreciate very
mu#h the opportunity to be here. )
(Mr., Wutts’ prepared statement is as follows:) . ¢

Mr. WaTrs. We appreciate this opportunity to appear bhefore vou
to discuss the Rursl Community Development Revenue Sharing
Act of 1971 vs it relates specifically to the Cooperative Exténsion
Service. | am Lowell Ho Wetts, director for extensjon and university
services wnd ditector of the Cooperatile Extension Service for Colorado

7 State University. My colleagues present today are: '
' Dr. Howerd G. Diessling director, Cooperative Extension
Serviee, Purdue. : . .
Dr. John (E. Hotehison, director, Cooperative Extension
Service, Texes A & M. University.
Dr. B. L. Coffindaffer, digeetor, Cooperative Extension Service,
i West Virginia University.
@ : ¢ 5
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" Extenston Service in Senate bill 1612:

: . . -

Present also is: , ‘ SR 3
Chpstmn K. Arnold, ussociate Director, Nutional Association of *
State Universities, and Land-Grant Colleges. - ‘

This testimony is presentell for the Nationul Associatién of State °
‘Universities and Land-Grant Colleges. It is also presented on
behalf of the most complex,. most far reaching-and most pervasive
organization ever created to project scientific knowledge in a meaning-
ful ind useful form to people outside the classroom. This organization -

the (‘ooperntiye dxtension Service, is made up of 15,300 professjonal
personnel, 10,000 paraprofessions aides, supporting clerical ‘staff,
and over a million nonpaid volunteer worKers locutczn in cities, -
towns, and rural areas throughoit this land of ours. Eychryear many
millions of youth and adults benefit from its educptional programs.

- It is not the purpose of this téstimony to.telé » position on the
broad concept ‘of revenue sharipg or the totality of S. 1612. It iy
focused solo&y on the advisubility: of including the Cooperutive

The short- und long-range impacts of this bill hase been thoroughly
examined in terms of the wdmipistration and the operation of the
Cooperative Extension Service. Of particulsr concern hus been tlie
exsmination of probable seffects upgn the delivery of ‘useful and
practical educatioual services at the local level. The Smith-Lever
Act, vs amended, and other relevant legislative acts under which the
Cooperative Extension Servéee~ds currently operating, have provided
the support and thie safeguards which have enabled the Extension
Service to develop und maintain visble und effegtive programs for

. more than half a_century.

Under np circumstences wopuld we waht to convey the impression
that we ohject to change or ghodification of the Cooperative Extension
Service, providing those cffunges result in more cffective service to
to the public. ~.° . - S0

" At the outset, we commend the.Congress for the policy statement
“on rural development conteined in title IX of tlhe 1970 Furin Act.
We also sypport the concerns [or rurel Amerien and for balanced
erowth muul development expressed by the President in his message
on rural comnunity development. The Cooperative Iixtension Service
has the copagity ond orgenizstion to contribite to those policy
objectives, This testithwny will exiamine. the provisions of 8. 1612 in
ternis of their impaets upon this eapability os well as the delivery of -
other wuthorized edueptional services. , )

In spite of assiirances to the contrary, wo have been forced to con-
clude that S. 1612 as it is now written would significantly alter the
nationwide system of informal education so soundly conceived and so
laboriously eonstructed on a fully cooperative basis over the years.
The bill now before you—at least that part pertaining to the Coopera-
tive Extension Service—is vague and fraught with hiulden, long-range
implications. Section 202(c). is pm'portcf to muaintain Cooperative
Extension as the outreach arm of our land-grant universities and the
educational -arm of the -USDA. But what does section 202(e) really
provide? What does it tell us about the authority of the Secretary of
Agriculture to approve plans of work? What is the.authority of the
Governors? How is political neutrality to be insured?, How are the
mational thrgads of program effort to lge provided? Is the 1971 funding

.
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level a frozer figure or only a base? How can the Congr#ss commit the'
1971 level of funding in the absencé of new enabling legislation and
higher matching requircments by the States? If this could be done,
Avould it not fun caurter 4o the philosophy of revenue sharing by
requiring more State and local financial burden in order to obtaiy .the
Federal dollars? And, how eould the 1971 base of service at hlleqbcal

level'be maintaingd if States are not previded the current support. for-

penalty mail, GSA purchases, and retirement costs? o
. If these and other (ifestions can be answered with the assurance that
Extension’s service to the public and its educational neutrality ‘will
not be jeopardized, the qnestion must then be asked;” “What are the
benéfits to the publie through inclusion of Extension in the bill that
are not already provided for?” .
The Cooperative Extension Service is clegrly unlike any of the other

&

agencies or programs included in the proposed.act. It is not a cate- *

gorical grant program. It alteady is baded on high local in/xfolvenwnt of
people in the determination 8t its program priorities. It already pro-

- vides greater flexibility in programing than would be required under

revenue sharing. It is not an action program but an educational one.

The fact that the President has, in section 202(e), seen fit to exempt
Extension from the general provisions of revenue sharing legislation is
appreciated, but the exemption does not Brovide thedanguage requiréd
to meet the apparent intent of the exclusion. The very fact the exemp-

tion has been proposed is fn indicatiop that the Cooperative Extension .

Service is recognized as not fitting easily and appropriately into the
revenue sharing concept ag proposed in 5. 1612, -

EXTENSION AND REVENUE SHARING ,

The land-grant system has enjoyed a long and satisfactory relation-
ship with' the U.S. Department dbf Agriculture. The references to
Cooperative Extension in the Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 and state-
ments by administration spokesmen seemn to indicate that there is no
intent to weaken or to dismantle so vital & program at such a critical

.juncture in our national history. The National Association of State
hniversities and Land-Grant Colleges and the State Directors of

/Coop®rative Extension appreciatetthis stated intent but they are most

concerned that passage of this legislation could alter the basie operats
ing structure of Gooperative Extension in such a manner as to subject
it to direct political influence, decentralize it to a point where national
goals and efforts could not effectively be mounted and thereby nega-
tively affect the educational impact of the program. After careful
study and analysis of the legislative proposal, it appears that an
effective, proven, and workable system 1s being subjected to the high
rick of distortion and weakness. '

" Responsible officials of the Federal Gowernment have indicated

. publicly and before this committee that they bélieve the legislation as

now drafted will enable thé Cooperative Extension Service to function
in an effective manner. Strong disagreement with this viewpoint must
be expressed as wn official position of the National Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and State Directors of
Cooperative Extension. The ambiguity and generulity of the langnage
in section 202 (e) has led us to the position that outright exclusion of the

o
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Cooperative Extension Service from the legislation would best serve
the 1terests and needs of people and local communities.

Already clearly incorporated into Extension operations are the
revenue sharing conceptg of shared funding, local decisionmaking, the
establishnent of prograW prioritids, and decentralized control, An
important added fea,%ure of the existing arrangement is » nationwide

etwork supportive but not directive of State and local programs.
Extension’s programs have remained relutively free of political direc-
tion and control; primarily because of Extension’s £ie to the gud-grant
institutions, its multiple sources of funding, its close ties to an pend-

- ence upon research, and the fact that it is not a direct line agencey of

4

‘.

either Federal or State Government. Inclusion of Extension in revenue
sharing would also jeopardize the continuation of local funding and
volurteer support. Therefore, it appears-that the legislation as now
drafted offers no advantage either to the functional viability, of the
Cooperative Extensioft Service or to furtherance of the basic objec-
tives of the rural comnmunity development revenue sharing concept.
e¢ause of these factors, it would scem that the people of this
countty would benefit no more and probably less if the Cooperative

Extengion Service s incorporated into revenue sharing’

. ) T
WBAKNESSES IN THE*LEGISLAKION

. A vevjew of specific items in this legislation will indicate those
weaknesses pertaining to Cooperative Extension which now exist in
the present langusge. ’

1. There is no provision in the bill for mutual agreement between
the State land-grant university and the Secretary of Agriculture as to
the broad nature of prografits:éo be conducted. - -

‘- The Department of Agriculture has stated:

We are confident that effective and satisfactory working relationships can be

* worked out hetween the land-grant institution and the Department in continuing

Extension work under revenue sharing. The revenue sharing proposal did not
contemplate the abolishment of the Federa] Extension Offide since there will be a
need to continue national-regional-State relationships aﬂnd other cooperative
efforts. :

We are less §onﬁdent than is the Department that all these relation-
ships could beiso effectively worked out under S. 1612. The mutual
consent provisipn of the Smith-Lever Act is one of the bases upon
which the nonpalitical arrangements for Cooperative Extension have
been assured. Elimination of this relationship leaves to chance the
working out of airangements for the future. If, under revenue sharing,
a Secretary should impose strict program constraints, the program
could be altered thereby. It could also be expected that the separate
States, once the. money was in their hands under revenue sharing,
would construe their role to be fully controlling, both ‘in terms of
program content and the ability to direct the program in accordance
with current State political philosophy. The position of the associa-
tion on this point is that any legislative language which fails to
rovide adequate protection for an educational program in terms. of its
geedom to operate outside of direct political control is- unacceptable.
If both revenue sharing and Federal Government reorganization
are approved as now proposed, we would find the State Cooperative

-
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Extension Services [unded through the new Department_of Com--
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munity Development and the national office, now the Extension
Service, USDA, located in the Department of Economic Affairs.

Tt is difficult to visualize how this arrangement could possibly provide

the needed natimmal coprdination and support implied by the Secretary
in his statements before this committee. You will recall that he
indicated, “Revenue sharing does hot envision any significant changes
in Federal, Stateg@d county extension organizational arrangements
or procedures.” uestion ust be asked as to how such changes
could be prohibifed. The Departinent would have no authority or
jurisdiction in this matter. _ o .
2. Usg.of penalty ‘muail by Cooperative Extension personnel would
be repealed. . )
Loss of this privilege would require that States and counties pay
from their own resources funds which are how provided nationally
for mailing official correspondence and materials. 1,055 of the penalty
muil privilege would reduce total program capacity unless additional
funds were appropriated* at the national level, specttically $o support,
the increaged costs of this provision. - - ‘
3. States would be required to pay retirement and fringe benefit
costs of Extension employees. .
Inquiries of the Department regarding this point have resulted
in statements as follows: ) ]

- Federal funds used for employer’s contribution "to the retirement fund would
be made available to states to pay them after July 1, 1972. Funds for employer -
cgmrilmtions would be reflected in futurc appropriations roqupsﬂ-d for revenue
snanng. .

,

The USDA reply appears to be ,based upon an assumption that’
funds currently aﬁocateg by the Congress to the Department of Agri-
culture to support the emplgyer’s sharej of Federal retirement costs
for State Extension personnel would be/allocated to the States under
revenue sharing. No support f&r ¢this statement can be found in
reviewing the proposed legislation\ The rural community develop-
ment budget indicated in the adminigtration proposal for rural com-
munity development revenue sharing\is $149 million on the basis
of 1971 appropriations, This is compgsed of those funds now paid to
the States for conducting Cooperativé Extension work. They do not
include the appropriations to the Department of Agriculture to pay
the employer’s cost of Federal retirement for State Extension pérson-
nel holding Federal appointment. It would be necessary, therefore,
for The budget to be increased above the figure allocated for payments
to States in order for theso moneys to be made available; otherwise,
it would be necessary that they be taken as an initial deduction from
the moneys available to the States. This would violate the ‘stated
intent of maintaining the scope of activity at its current level. The’
statement that funds for employer contributions would be reflected
in future appropriations may represent a statement of current intent
but is certainly not binding upon the Secretary of Agriculture either
now or in the future. ]

4. Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding
Federal appointment would be protected in the law, there is a uestion
regarding the status of such personnel in terms of their fringe enefits
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if a State should elect not to contribute to the Federul retirentent

program.

The USDA has indicated that it does not expect that any State
would take action to withhold emplovee retirement contributions
and thus deprive employees of benefits of the Federal retirement
system unless benefits under the State or university system %ould
be us good or better. . )

The implications of this provision are uncertain. It should be pointed
out, however, that any action that would force persounel in mid-

. carcer to change front one retirement system to anothidr could severely
reduce the total benefits availuble at mandatory retirement age.

It would appear that some better protection than is now indicated

sh(;?!d be provided for those’ currently holding Federal appointments

in Zhe (Jpoperative Extension Service.
5. Extension would lose its present ability to purchase supplics
and cquipment through GSA sources and would lose its present
awhodrity to gequire exeess Government property. These features
have provided a-great savings in the States. d

The 'SDA bas indieated that efforts will be made with GSA and
other’appropriate authorities to permit Cooperative Extension Service
to continuce acquiring excess property and utilizing other GSA ac-
tivities and faetlities.

The current authorization which E.\'lon%n has to acquire excess
property is a delegation to the State extension dircetor by the
Administrator, Extension Serviee, USDA, of his authority. If- the
Federal appointments are not maintained, it is inconceivable that
such delegation would be continued. .

6. There is no provision for growth. The bill refers to maintaining
Cooperative Extension at its 1971 size and type. It does not specify
whether this reference is only to Federal funds or to all sonrces and
does'not provide for Extension to share in any incréased funding
under the revenue sharing bill.

Although the intent hus been stated by the administration that all
funds should be considered in establishing a 1971 funding base, and
that future increases are intended, there is nothing in the law that
would give credence to this point. There is also a question as to whether
or not the Congress can commit State and county funds in the absence
of enabling legislation with matching requirements at the level indi-
cated, The assumption must be made that if all other provisions of
the law protect the basic arrungements and philosophy of the Smith-
Lever Act, State and local funding would continue at least at its
current Jevels. The most predietable position that ean be taken is that
continued increases in county funding will depend upon continuation -
of the Extension program as it is now established.

7. * * * Scetion 204 which authorizes the expending of funds
under the act does not include Extension work in the authorization.

This concern probably should be subjected to formal legal review.
If section 202(e) should remain in the legislation it also would probably
require that Extension be included in section 204 in order 112)1‘ funds
to be allocated for Extension work. L

>+ 8 There appears to be no requirement for 'a State to continue
Cooperative Extension work if it shonkd elect not to accept ‘rural
community development revenue sharing funds. Under these cireum-
stances, it would appear unlikely that such a State could receive
Extension funds under the act. a

ERIC - :

e vt o R {



13

¢

9. There is high likelihood that Extension would lose its current
ability to occupy Federal office space.

Although this matter has not been checked from a legal standpoint, '

it would appear unlikely that Extension could continue to occupy
Federal office spuce if it was not eligible for benefits enmmerated in
items 2 and 5. This would, of course, necessitate increased costs by
counties that would be affected by this feature.

10. Taken in the aggregate, the bill leaves a great many arrange-
ents to administrative discretion. This could be expected to result

in a high variety of decisions by the separate States, weakening the
national programing coordination and over time resulting in a sig-
“nificant change in the basic operating relationships and program
content. Predictable variations among the States would greatly

weaken Extension’s capacity to respond to national priorities or to ™

maintain effective programs such as 4-H and nutrition education
which benefit fromm national activities, projects, and program
leadership. -
S. 1612, section 202(e), provides that * * * each State shall use
a sufficient portion of the moneys to which it is entitled to maintain
and carry out a program of agricultural Extension work * * *.
. This language indicates that under the general concept of fund trans-
fers associated with revenue sharing, the Extension portion of each
State’'s rural community development. allocation would go to the
State Governors' offices for reallocation to the land-grant univer-

sities. The State’s chief executive would feel not only an inclination

but a vesponsibility to exercise some control over the program funded
under such an arrangement. Not~only might - this -situation plu.ce
Extension in & position to be directed in accordance with political
policy of the party then in power in the State, but it could not provide
any meaningful mechanism for coordinating national prioritles and
nationwide efforts such as 4-H programs which are supported on a
national basis. . -
It is tost difficult to understand a proposal that would retain
_ Federal responsibility for research by the SDA and State agricul-
tural experiment stations but place Extension in a completely different
arrangement. Research wit&out Extension long ago<was proved
incomplete in meeting practital needs of our people. The dehberate
separation of research and Extension—at least at the national level —
is & most unwise move. The provisions of S. 1612 which apply,to the
Cooperative Extepsion Service are vague and leave a great (\chl to
personal negotiation and to the personalities of ‘those in authority
at the Federal and State level. Experience would indicate that legis-
lation is not likely to provide an ef{')ective educational Frogmm unless
the intent is clearly supported by specifies in the legislation or unless
the legislative history defines authorities and relationships in a very-
‘specific manner. For example, the Secretary of Agriculture has advised
vour committee that under S. 1612 funds might be shifted from one
aren of Extension work to another except for the nutrition program
which would be expected to continue at not less than the:1971 scope.
On what basis is t,s)ﬂs exception to be enforced? And, if it is applied,
what is to limit the authority of the present or a future Secretary of
Agriculture to enforce different restrictions of this type? On what
authority or rationale is past congressional intent related to nutrition
education to be enforced and similar congressional support for a8ri-
cultural marketing educational work to be left to State discretion?
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Ii the present legislation affecting Cooperative Extension is to be
modified, then an analysis of proposed legislation must be predicated
upon developing a foundation to provide guidelines under ail con-
ceivable types of personalities and situations at both the Federal and
State levels. The legislation as now written leaves far too much to
administrative discretion to sustain over a_long period of time a pro-
gram of informal education funded and condueted in such a complex
manner as the Cooperative Extension Service. Extension has been an
effective model. It can and should modify its programs and approach
to problemns to meet urgent priority considerations of the public whom
it serves but inust also retwan the capacity to operate free of political
influence.

In the interest pf the public served, we urge you not to permit-the
dissolution dr the warping of an educational system which is unique,
not only in this country but throughout the world—a system which
has proven its effectivencess and which is based upon principles that
have stood the test of time. It would be unfortunate indeed if the
very principles embodied in the revenue sharing concept which are
now. }un('tinning effectively throughout the Nation in Cooperntive
Extension were to be abandoned through changes in legislation that
althongh well intended would result in an effect directly opposite to
‘than intent. . ,

We sincerely attempted to draft amendments to 8. 1612 which
would include the Cooperative KExtension Service in the legislation
and would insure that it would remain effective and responsive to
loeal needs. We have come to the concelusion that no seres of amend-
ments can provigde for anythiag superior to that already aviilable
under the Smith-Lever and related nets. It is obvious that the Coop-
erative Extension Serviee simply does not belong in S. 1612. The pass

through of Extension funds to the land-grant universities would not °

provide dollars for States to use gnder the general “action phases of
rural community development revenue sharing. And a very real risk
would be imposed upon-a workable, operating, effective system of
informal education. )

We know the subcommittee is fymiliar with the Cooperative Exten-
sion Service. A brief review of this program, its legislative history,
the administrative arrangements under which it operates and its
basic characteristics should be helpful to the committee in analyzing
and responding to our concerns and our position on 8. 1612.

THE GENESIS OF COOPERATIVE; EXTENSION-
Action of the U.S. Congress in 1914 in evolving and approving the
Smith-Lever Act has been recognized as one of the most foresighted

* and important pieces of legislation ever passed in terms of the develop-

‘ment and evolution of nonmetropolitan America. The wisdom of the
Congress in establishing safeguards for the education which is con-
ducted in the home and local community, free of political direction,
has ennblled the Extension agent to earn the trust and confidence of
the people. :

The Smith-Lever Act established a nationwide system, subjéct to
State variation, by which knowledge could be transmitted from

¢




rescarchiers dircetly to the people. It provided that the people served

should be encouraged to put knowledge to use in a practical manner.

The specific charge contained in the Smith-Lever Agt was tog* * * ¥
aid in iffysion among the people of the United States useful and
practical information * * * and to encourage ‘the upplication of the
same ¥ ¥ RV i

This act embraced a goal of increasing prmlu('tion and improving
the marketing <vstems. It dirceted attentton toward improving the
wolfare of those in a position of relative social or economic disndvantage
by helping them to help themselves, It required response and effort
oit the part of the recipient but declared it to be the public policy to
assist those in need 0} information whatever their cconomic status.
This concept was cloquently deseribed by Congressman Lever on

. December 8, 1913, when he viewed the Extension agent as responsible
to “* * * give leadership and direction, along all lines of rural
aetivitios  social, economic, and finuncial.” Reprcésentative Lever
“nlso added the following comment: ’

The Committee does not helfove that Congress ean afford to appropriate
money for the <sole purpose of teaching the farmer the hest methods of inereasing
production * * % he {the Extension dgent] is to assiime leadership in every
movement, whatever it may be, the aim of which'is hetter farming, better ﬂying,
more h:\pplmi, more cdaeation, nnd better citizenship. )

In addition, Mr. Lever made the following statement: -

Your committee commends, to the espeeial attention of this House that feature
of the hill which provides authority for the itincrant teaching of home cconomies
or home mupagement * ** and vour committee believes there is no moge important
work in the conntry than this . . .

Your committee belioves that one of the main features of this hill is that it is
w0 Hexible as to provide for the inauguration of a system of itinerant teachmg for
boys and girls,

You are, of course, familiar with the work that Cooperative Exten-

: sion has done in stimulating the adoption of technology in American
agriculturc. This has yielded direct or indirect benefit for every Ameri-
can in terms of high-quality food for an extremely low percentage of
the total average income.” You are also aware of the strong and
continuing programs designed to improve family living. In recent

- years, the Congress has seen fit to expand these efforts by allocating
to Extension awe additional $50 rmllion for nutrition education,
particularly directed toward the disadvantaged homemaker and her
children.

Evolution of the 4-H program in America was made possible by
the wisdom of the Congress in calling specific attention to the need
of our young people for programs to nssisggthem in developing their
skills, feadership capacities, and ability to function as productive
contributors to American society. Much of the success of the 4-H
program is due to national program leadcrship and nationwide
su;ﬁmrt by the National 4-H Service Committee and the National
4-

Foundation.

The original act clearly established Cooperative Extension as one
of the institutions designed to stimulate national growth by helping
the individual improve his knowledge and skills. Extension programs
in rural areas are directly related to the economic development of the
Nation and fo rural development in particular. The 1955 Congress also

A
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took cognizance of the problem of underdevelopment in certain rural
areas of the United States and provided in section 8 of the Smith-Lever

Act that Extension should give specifie assistance to the cconomic and
" social development of depressed areas. On a broader scale— and more

recently the Cooperative Extension Serviee has been asked by the

resent Seeretary of Agriculture to assume leadership in organizing

State rural development committees. In most States, Jdistriet and

county committees have also been created. Most committees are

chaired by Extension personnel. The major progruming components
of the Cooperative Extension Service today are, therefore, related to
agriculture, homemuking, vouth, and rura community development.

The full impact of these programs cannot be measured withont
reference to the manoer in which the lay public is involved, not
simply as recipients, but in expunding the programs far beyond the

efforts of the paid™ staff. There are today approximately 100,000

‘mam-years contributed annually by volunteer leaders: involved in

Extension work. If the nature of Extension is ehanged - und especially

if the change would make Extension subject to partisan political

domination it ‘could be anticipated that a very high percentage of

these volunteers would lose interest, The personal commitment and

involvement® of volunteer leaders are a significant force in most
. Extension -programs.

The Cooperative Extension Service was conecived as an educational
ragram and for that reason was placed within the land-grant colleges.
it was tied to the dlederal establishment by means of (1) acceptance
of the Smith-Lever Act by State legislatures, (2) the requiremet
that States match Fedaeral money in support of the program, and (3)
. by the memorandum of anderstanding between the Secretary  of

N

Agriculture and the land-grant institutions chosen by State legisla- -

tures to serve ‘as the parent institutions for program administration.
Long and sometimes bitter debate occurred during hearings preceding
passuge of the Smith-Lever Act. A significant amount of the discussion
cous'i(%orqd the manner in which the program would be administered
at the State level. There was also question: as to whether the agents
should be made direct line employees of the Federal Government or
» employees of the State land-grant institutions. Senator Smith of
Georgin, one of the authors of the Smith-Lever Act, summuarized the
rationale finally accepted in a statement on Junuary 29, 1914, which

in part reads as follows: :

We arc gonfronted with somne of the professors . . . who.preferred that unre-
strained power should be given to the colleges of agriculture. On the other haud,
there were those who agreed . . . that it would be best . . . that the agents
employed should be subject to the approval of the Department of Agriculture.
The final result of the conferences and study was the adoption of a middle cotirse
providing cooperation with the power to supervise andQpprove the line of work
by the Deparyment of ‘Agriculture and leaving to, the colleges the selection of the
agents,

. We finally franied the bill as it is as the result of a consensus of opinion that we
could rely upon the facultics of the colleges to make the selections free from any
olitical influence, free from any influence except the spirit of an edueational
eader earnestly desirous of carrying the best information to thoge who arc to be
its recipients. We concluded that if the Department here were to pass upon these
men, then the idea would perhaps exist in the State that senators and representa-
tives could be called on to confer with the Department about it and to exercise
some political influence over the selection and as we were seeking to take these
selections entirely out of politics and to, make them purely cducational we shaped
the bill as it is. : )

2]
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. The decision to grant suthority to each State legislature to name
a single land-grant institution in ench State and to place the employ-
ces or agents within the staffng structure Hf that institution also had
a profound and lasting impact upon the nature of the program. Tt
enhanced State influence, 1t minimized direet politieal flience, it
preserved the edueational nature of the progeam, and it made possible -
the development of statewide programs which could not have evolved
ax they did had there been more than one college or uriversity desig-
nated to administer ecach State program.

THE NATURE AND CHARACTERISTICR OF THE COOPERATIVE EX'I‘iﬁNNl()N '
SERVICE ) '

L. It is edueational in program content and methodology and is a
mujor part of the public land-grant university system rather than
being attiched directly to Staté government, o

2. It provides informal noneredit education condueted beyond the
formal classroom and for all ages. . -

3. It helps people solve problems and take advantage of oppor-

tunities through edueation. .

1. It features the objective presentation and unalysis of factual
information for decisionmaking by the people themselves. 1t is typi-
enlly resenrch based with free flow of communication nmong research,
extension, and resident teaching functions of the State land-grant
university ﬂ)\'(('lll and with resources of the U.S. Department of
Agricultire and other agencies both public and private,

. 5. 1t funetions through local offices which are semiautonomous
units aceessible to and intluenced by loeal residents.

6. It involves cooperative but not necessarily equal sharing of
finaneinl support among Federal, State, and county levels of govern-
ment, :

7. It reguires cooperative sharing of program development among.
Federal, State, and local lovels.

s. 1t is practieal, problem centered, and situation based.

9, The funding and administrative relationships permit  eduea-
tional programs directed at hroad national purposes yet serving specific
loeal needs with piorities determined loeally.

10, Loeal involvement has resulted in the voluntary contribution
of millions of dollurs of private money as well us the very significant
allocation of time by volunteer leaders,

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION —AN EDUCATIONAL MODEL

Cooperative Extension has been looked upon for years as an ideal
model of Federal, State, local cooperative effort. [t has been acknowl-
edged, along with our research establishmeont, as one of the primary
reaspns for the worldwidg superiority of American agrienlture. Tt has
bo)r(:‘n\od as 2 model in most other nations which continne to look to
thé United States for leaddtship, advice, and guidance in developing
(*Il\onsion services in developed as well as in underdeveloped countries.  p

Cooperative Extension has been evaluated by formal research. One -~
of these studies indicated that the annual return for each additional
dollar of public funds invested in support of the combination of
Cooperative Extension services and their related experiment stations
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is in the maghitude of 1,300 percent in perpetuity. Impact from
Cooperative Extension may be found in more adequate community .
leadership and in hundreds of thousands of individuals who have -
become more effective contributors to the Nation ns a result of the
development of their eapabilities  through their involvement in
Extension educational programs. ] .

- Dr. Fred Hareington, who served as president of the University of
Wisconsin, and Dr. Donald MeNeil, who is chaneellor 6f the Univer-
sity of Muine at Portland, conducted a study of adult education for
the Carnegie Corp. Reporting on this study in 1962, Dr. Huarrington
listed five points of success illusTrated by the Cooperative Extension *
Service, These points are: )

1. Cooperative Extension provides the chiof example of a successful adult
education movement. - b

2. Cooperative [')xul-mi(m represents what in w0 far the only suecess of the -
Federal é}nvornm(rnt in providing continuting support of jnstruction in higher
education. ¢ -

3. ()unpnriﬂivc Extension has pioneered in the introduction of new teaching
technigues.

4. Cooperative Extension has shown how to link research to action programs,

5. Cooperative Extension has provided an extraordinary example of the
Joutreach of the univerity, . '

. ’ o

In 1963, seven land-grant presidents colluborated in a paper pre-
sented at a national seminar on agricultural administration inthe
land-grant system. Some of their observations’related to Cooprriptive
Extension are: T

The Cooperative Extension Serviee has often been termed one of the most .
distinetive inventions of American education * %%, One of the great strengths
of the Cooperative Fxtension Seryice sinee its inception * * * is that that it has
developed an orgaorzation which permits it to he sensitive to the needs and
wizhes of those it serves, ’

The Fxtension rden must be presersved. Speeial eonsideratfon must be given as
to how its unigie strength ean be adapted to meet the many trgent needs, Some
of them quite new. ‘ ’ i

. 4
THE COOPERATIVE EXTENSION ROLE

The Cooperative Extensiog has responded not only to loeal concerns
but to nattonal priorities. M was instrumental in thessuccessful
mitintion of the ’ll‘VA, the AAA, and soil conservation district pro-
grams. It concentrated on farm production during World War 11;
it responded to national concerns on human nutrition; it is tackling
the needs of town and city yvouth; and is accepting an inereasing
responsibility for emerging concerns related to rural development
and the environment, It has done and is doing these things through-
education, information, inspiration, and involvement of individunTs,
families, and community groups. The most recent example of Exten-
sion’s response to national problems took place just a few weeks ago
when it.conducted a nationwide horse population census to assist
the Department of Agriculture in combating \'eylxelun equine
L'enc('phasomVelitiﬂ. )

It might logieally be asked why it is necessary for the Cooperative
Extension program to be continued now that ther® has been.developed
a strong agricultural capability ‘and many rural homes have. been
upgraded to a level far more comparable to those in the city than was

N
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“the case o half eentury ago. First of all, a look at the field of agriculture
is appropriate. '
h¥ problems of the Americun farmers are far moré complex tgday
than ever before. The increasing pressures upon the Ameri(&n fffmer
in terms of marketing, management, pesticiges, feediot waste dis-
osal, land-use planning and zoning, as well"us those of production
itself, roquire continued support, both from the standpoint of rescarch
and the extension of that reseurch to the farmer for his use. The average
farmer who represents the vast majority of American agriculture can-
not be expected to conduct his ownrresearch nor take the time to seek
outmisable knowledge from the technical language of the highly trained
scientist. America’s farmer today needs more assistance, more support,
more understanding, and more education—not less. It is seldom ronllized
that a significant portion of Extension’s “agricultural’”’ programs serve
the urbenite as well as the agriculturgl producer. Agricultural tech-
nology information on urban horticulture, turf grass, insect control,
and plant diseases are a few examples. Of course, the consumer is the
ultimate beneficiary of those programs related ta food and fiber
production. _ ‘ .

The American family today must function in'a complicated and de-
manding society. The need for education in human nutrition is un-
usually high. It is not enough to have packaged and processed foods
available. The homemaker needs to know the food value of those prod-
ucts and she needs to know how to make her food dollar go as lIar us
possi With congressional support, Cooperative Extension has
mounted a massjve and effective effort in nutrition education, both in
the city and in the nonmetropolitan areas of the Nation. Emerging
efforts of Cooperative Extension are involving the homemaker in
aspects of her comniunity as well as the improvement of her own man-
agerial skills within the home. Her leadership in providing a meaningful
quality of life for family membors continues to hold a high priority-

America’s voung people have been pointed to as a source of the very
highest concern in terms of their motivation, their personal develop-
ment, and their ability and willingness to move into an adult demo-
cratie societv in an affirmative manner. The 4-H program, and effort
conducted by Cooperative Extension has, without question, proven
its ability to inspire young people, to develop their citizenship and
leadership capacities, and to bring them through their teenage vears
with an affirmative and constructive outlook that is a prerequisite
to our form of society. )

Cooperative Extension has been continuously reviewed in an effort
to update its programs in response to economic and social needs. In
1948, the Kepner report considered post-World War II needs of our
people. In 1958, the so-called Scope report addressed attention to the
informal education needs of the mid-century years. Then, in 1968, a
national committee .of representatives of the lay public and high
officials of the USDA and the land-grant universitiesesprojected the role
of Cooperative Extension Service for the 1970’s. The report entitled
“A People and a Spirit” ealls for continued support to commercial
agriculture, a heavy expansion of programs dealing with quality of
living—both youth and adult, and large increases in educational pro-
grams related to rural development. '

Q
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The Cooperative Extension Service coeuld——uml would if given the
charge and the resources— become’ the educational component for
any new comprehensive policy of Yural development. By providing
educational information aLout action programs and bv involving local
—rommunity leadership in the processes of development, the Coopera-
tive Kxtension Service could provide a vitally important component
in'support of the action phases of rural devolopment efforts envisioned
S, 1612,

In all of these cfforts, the program is foeused on the delivery of
objective information based upon research and presented free of
po{iticnl control. There is not sufficient insurance that Senate bill 1612,

as now drafted, will provide the legislative basis upon which such a pro- -

gram can be continued in an cffective and objective manner.

SUMMARY

2

Inclusion of the Cooperative Extension Service in S. 1612 \pdicates
recognition of the need for an educational component to permi ion
shases of rural community development to [be fully effective. The
National Association of State Universities and Lan-Grant Colleges
fuly supports the involvement of the Cooperative Extension Service
in rural community development so long as safeguards are provided to
maintuin the educational o{)jectivily of the programs. These safeguards
exist under present legislation; they could be compromised by including
extension in 8. 1612. In addition, present national coordination and
leadership for extension work w()uﬁ)d be lessened, if not totally de-

" stroved, by passage of 5. 1612, Present State program influence would

increase, but there is no assurance county apd community priorities
wonld enjoy the same importance as they do at present. S. 1612 as
now drafted would enforce personnel and program reductions at the
State level through loss of current privileges and economies. The im-
yortant tie to research at the regional and national levels would be
{)mlly wenkened. Amendments to correct weakensses would, at best,
improve the bill so that advantages of present extension organization
and programing might be maintained but these improvements would
not create arrangements superior to the Smith-Lever and related acts.
Fap these reasons and those detailed earlier in this statemengy we
respectfully urge that this committee strike from 8. 1612 all references
tostlie Cooperative Extension Service. RV .

Seuator HumpurEy. I am very sorry, but some of my colleagues
are not here this morning. And I ain going 8 respectfully suggest
that possibly Mr. Shaffer of your association might want to send a
ersonal summary of this testimony to each member of the committee.
?think it is very valuable testimony,

Senator Curtis, we have just heard from Mr, Watts, who has been
talking with us about the section of the special revenue sharing for
rural development legislation that deals with the Extension Service.

" And as you were coming in [ was suggesting to Mr. Pau!l Shaffer that

he might want to give us a little brief sumniary of it to each member
of the committee that couldn’t be here today so that we can look it
over. ! : -
I have a couple of questions tlikt I want to ask ypu.

But may I ask you, do you wish to have any ¢pmment at all from
any of the other members here?

.
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Mr. Warts' I donft believe so. We wouldof course be willing to
answer any questions. '

Senator HuMpHREY. We have, Senator Curtis, Dr. John Hutchison
of Texas, Dr. Joe Stein of Nevada, Paul Shaffer of the assoclatlon—
you restde in Washington, dq you, Mr. Shaffer? )

Mr. SHAFFER. Yes, sir.’ :

Senator Homerrey. And Mr. Coffindaffer of West Virginia. And
Dr. Diesslin of Indiana, all representing the Extension Service.

Do I understand, Mr. Watts, that all of . your associates agree or

support yoursstatement? - . R
h (}‘ arrs. Yessir. . o .
Sefiator HumprreY. This is the statement representing your group?

Mr. Warrs. This statement, exoept for the last comments relative

" to Dr. Varner's proposal, which represents only our group as repre-

<

gentatives—typical directors. The other has been formally approved
by all the directors and the Extendpn Commiftee on Organization

and Policy and by the National Associdtion of State Universities and’

Land-Grant (Colleges. :

Senator HumparEY. I know that Senator Curtis was very interested
in Dr. Varner's statement and recommendation at the '({J‘}r;ivers'ity of
Nebraska. T ' - ' :

Senator Curtis, Dr. Watts and his associates indiirid-ually, Wi_thbut :

having had the chance for any formal ratification in' the c¢xtension

services, but individually sup{)ort and endorse the suggestions made by.
_ Dr. Varner on the occasion o )

our visit to Nebraska.

_bSenator Curtis, you may recall you asked a number of (uestions

about it. . ‘

Senator Curts. I have visited with a large number of people in the
Extension Service®tbout this. And I am"fn'milinq with what they have
to say about retifement and fringe benefits and all of that. What is
your position today? Do you oppose the legislation in toto, or do vou
squort with amnendments?

- Mr. Warrs. Our position has been cast only toward an analysis of
those provisions that pertain to the Cooperative Extension Service.
We have not taken a position pro or con in terns of the concept gen-
“erally. I think the stat®nent of need *

- Senator Curtis. I, will state my question another way, then. Are
you at this timne asking to be excluded from it?

Mr. Warrs. Yes. o

Senator CURTis. Rather than to remain in with any amendments?

Mr. Warts. We have looked at this very carefully, and we feel that
werc we tq get all the amendments that we fecl are needed, we would
get to the same place that exclusion would take us. Therefore we feel

“that exclusion would be the far simpler route, and certainly we feel it
woul® be more effective. o

Senator Humpurey. I have just a couple of questions, gentlemen.
And any one of you, starting with Mr. Watts can respond.

. We heard from Dr. Varnér about his concept and the role which vou
seek for agricultural Cooperative Extension Services in rural develop-
ment. Would you like to make any furthet comment at all about the
role that you see for your established Cooperative Extension Service
in the broadened program or the new interest in rural development?

Mr. Warts. I would like to make a very brief statement and ask my




éjolleagues‘ also, because each State I think represents a different ‘
" perspective. o : ) . ‘
Senator HuompHREY. Yes. - - . . '
Mr. Warrs. In Colorado we hiave deliberately seen a broadening
of the cooperative .extension program and its role. For examplé, %

- have just been appointed s secretsry of a rural development .com-
mission appointed by Governor Love. We have other members of -
cooperative extension on this commission. We are involved in leader-
ship for the -Department of Agriculture in its rural development
committees. We have supported very strongly our State planning
office, 2 newly created land-use commission which is seeking to develop .

" at the local f;vel—to implement at the local level new requirements

- towsrd land-use,piolicy in the State.

~Now, these cannot be done effegtively unless people get involved in v ‘
"-their own communities, So. we é%% at the place of an organization ..
such as cooperative’ extension, #iththe background it has, with its
ties to research, and /Ehe information flow capability it has, cen fill ©
_ . the educatiohal role. It can fill it in a.way that can permit the com-
munities to relate to someone who is not a diréct line a ent, someone |
in whom they have confidence because of this neutrality. But our
. relations in _this I think have been excellent. . : )
" So I would perceive that the kind of role outlined by Dr. Varner is
_entirely in keeping with the thrust that was outlined in‘the ‘document,
““A People and a Spirit,” the national committee report of 2 years ago.
And certainly it is one shat would be completely compatible with any
programs that I would see in our own States. - TN

Senator HUMPAREY. Any other gentlemen?- -
This is Dr. Hutchison of Texas. - -

" STATEMERT OF DR. JOHN E. HUTCHISON, DIRECTOR, TOOPERATIVE
EXTENSION SERVICE, TEXAS A. & M. UNIVERSITY, COLLEGE

-+ STATION, TEX.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA:
TION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES. AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND
THE EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION. AND POLICY

Mr. HurcHison. I would like to comment in this way, that the’
‘Cooperative Extension Service is far more than an a ency to transfer ..
Jechnology. It is a sophjsticated system of informal education that:
embodies the full range §K interest and concerns of: the people with
. whom we work. And Id ‘submit that the deep involvemtent. of
localleadership in studying'this situation and studying the developing
trends that form the basis for their programs that help them to identify . .
problems and opportunities and help them to identify the priorities
that they wish to activate is a suibtle kind of education, and is a means;
by which higher education &n be taken to the public af large, manj"
of whom, most of whom,_ perhaps, have no ‘opportunity to come tdo
the institution of higher education per se.on the campus. And S0 we
are very much interested’in being » part-of the programs of rural
development..And we believe that at its very genesis that rural devel-
opment is an educational matter. Unless there is 8 change of attitude,
until there is an attitude of hope, an opportunity for progress among
the people, not much progress can be made toward rural development.
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.Also it_provides us with an opportunity to bring to the attention
of peoplein yefy realistic ways the kind of assistance that is available
from many, many sources, both Federal, State, and otherwise, that
they can utilize in bringing about rural development and improving
the conditions of their lives and the conditions of their economy.
“Senator HumpHrEY. We sec the possibility of a land-grant college
or university with the Extension Service becoming a central point for
information and documentation of all. kinds that relate to rural
development. And Dr. Varner talked to us somewhat about that. And
I gather that yon sense that that is an impdrtant role for the Extension
Service. S R
Mr. Huzcuison. I do, indeed, sir.
Senator HumpHREY. Do you have specialized training programs now
to put new emphasis upon the rural development aspe®ts of your work?
Mr. Warrs. There are two aspects of 1t, Senator Humphrey. One
of these—in our own institution, we have sponsored both a national
and a regional community rural development workshop for people
who are specialized in extension this particular activity. We are also

.working toward a formalized .curriculum, and so are the other institu-

3
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‘tions that we feel can be helpful here.

In addition tothis, I would also personully support what Dr. Varner
indicated, I believe, to this committee; that there are disciplines not
common to most extension services that are needed.

Senator HumpHREY. Yes, that was opened up for, discussion at the
time: Dr. Varner made it clear that he has just giving us a broad
concept, which, by the way, we would appreciate from any of you,
that is anything that you have that relates to this type of development.

Does anyone. else wish to make any comment?

. § N
STATEMENT OF DR. JOSEPH F. STEIN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, CO-

OPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, ITY OF NEVADA,
RENO, NEV.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF STATE: UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES, AND
_CHAIRMAN, EXTERSION COMMITTEE ON. ORGANIZATION AND
POLICY - - , '

Mr. Stein. I would like to say.this. In carrying out rural develop-
ment, responsibilities firstel think that the Extension Service as an
organization has the communication with the local people to really
do the job. I think the-important thing has been the type of resources
available to focus attention on some of the local problems to get the
job.done. ~ LS _

“'Senator HumpurEY. I am impressed by the fact that the Extension
Servicé has this long period of service to rural America. And you do
have:your contacts, you do not only work at the farm level, but you

-are known in the business community and the professional community

and the academic community; all of which is required for any kind of

exteénsion, or any kind of- expansion in rural America, whether it is

agricultural, industrial, or educational expansionary development.
Mr. Warrs. I believe we sometimes also lose sight of the fact that

our 4-H program, which is_perceived in somewhat a different-context,

does also have a very real.contribution to make to this sort of thing. .

»
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For example, we have a grogram called community pride. And these
y.ounilpeople in their leadership in their community, Ig 0. 1, as citizens®
and No. 2—getting things done in the community for community -
good _can sometimes achieve things that are not usually talked about
'n rural development, because we are thinking in terms of an adult
program. And this, tO(& I think can be a dimension of some .
consequence. . s T

Senator HumPHREY. I agree. :

Mr. Hurcrison. Senator Humphrey, I am sure you are already
aware that the Cooperative Extension is deeply involved in this rural
development effort. : T

Senator HumpPHREY. Yes; I am aware of that.

Mr. HurcrisoN. And most Extension directors are serving as
chafrmen of the Stajggural development cominittees. In my State of
Texas, for example, Governor’s office is represented in the member-
ship on this committ®e. ‘The man who is director of the industrial
commission of Gur State is a meinber of this committee. And so we
bring together the leadership of the State who are interested in rural
development. And this committee in our State this past year has
developed a piece of legislation which was submitted to the Texas
Legislature and' passed by the Texas Legislature providing some risk
capital for smallp industries in rural areas to use to get started on a
very modest basis, of course; although it has not yet been funded.
" They also passed legislation which would permit communities to
vote revenue bonds to support and develop industry, that has been
proven feasible,

I cite these as examples of the kind of contributions that are being
made over and above whaf is normally thought of traditionally as the
educational efforts. ' °

STATEMENT OF DE. B. L. COFFINDAFFER, DIRECTOR, COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION SERVICE, WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY, MORGAN-
‘TOWN, W. VA.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND
THE EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY

* Mr. CorrinDAFFER. Senator, I think one of the things that is very
important at this time in our history is to start looking at the rural

"arens. Take my State, for example. Tt is admost, completely rural, and
representative of a large segment of the Appalachian area and the
Northeast. The issues that face the rural eople today are probably
going to demnand even a higher level of sf)pll)listi(-at.i(m than they have
in the past. Our Extension over thie years I think has established its
credibiEt . It has a high degree of trust of the individual. We have '
people wzé are¥esidents in the county. And with the opportiity to
continue there, and then to backstop the new programs tlvat might be

" contained in the Institute for Rural Development, with new training,
new (}i)ersonnel, and new resources at our disposal, T believe that we
would find that this would probably be one of the most effective
instruments to deal with the issties that face an area like mine that -
has been somewhat bypassed by technological changes. Our success in
the past has brought us into an entirely new area. And I believe this is

*
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the mechanism that could effectively work in the rural countryside, in
a nonmetropolitan area. -~ -

Senator HuMpurEY. One of the conicerns that some people have had
about the Extension Service is whether it is psychologically, or by
background, experience und training, geared to the industrial aspects
of rural development. Its-program traditionally has been primarily
directed through county agricultural agents and your educational

. programs at the university level directed at the individual farmer) his
furm and his farming operations. The point that I think has been
raised—and I onl® mention it because it has been raised—is whether
or not Extension, with its outreach and county agents are really”
equipped by background, training, and orientation to deal wit
econoic development in addition to its agriculture work.

Mr. Corrinparrer. I think we could point to » number of successes
in this area. And many people are transcending this as times change.
People are coming out ()(p(?(){lege today with different levels of orienta-
tion. But I believe we could find a number of instances in our State
where the county Extension workers have been the prime movers
behind local groups responsible for industrial development. And I
suspect without a great deal of difficulty we would pinpoint very
specifically emplovers other than agriculture related that imve:(-ome
to the State and have established their operations. And I believe this
would be true in other States as well. So I think with just a little bit
of further training and backstopping they will become even more
effective than they are today. ,

Senator HumparEy. What about the REA’s. Do vou have repre-
sentation of rural clectric cooperatives on your State committees?

Mr. HurcHison. Yes, sir.

Senator HuuprHEY. I have always looked dpon the REA’s as one
of the orgnnizntions of rural people that cut across all the different
orgunizational lines. You have members of the Farmers Union, the
Farm Bureau, the NFO, and the Grange und all of them that all seem
to be able to work together in the rural electric. cooperative program.

STATEMENT OF DR. HOWARD G. DIESSLIN, DIRECTOR, COOPERA-
TIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, PURDUE UNIVERSITY, LAFAYETTE,
IND.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND THE
EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY .

~ Mr. Diessuin. I want to comment on your question on the industrial

development. We have agricultural economists on the staffs of all

the- colleges who are wor%{ing almost full-time either in policy or
community development who are very well equipped in the area of
industrial {levelopment. Now, as you know, our job is not promoting
industrial development, but to layout the opportunities that are avail-
able in this area. And also equally important, somé ¢opimunities prob-
ably should not develop industrially, and if they do\they have certain
costs that could far exceed the benefits. So we have got to be careful
on both sides of the coin here that the people hgve the facts, and
where the opportunity exists to industrialize, th the?' go after it,
and where they shouldr’t, it is equally important ghat they try some-
thing else.

)
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Senator HumMPHREY. Very good. : _

I have a question. Would any of you gentlemen wish to comment
on how you might fare if you had to secure all of you funds from your
State legislatures?

Mr. Warts. That is a very difficult question to answer. I don’t
believe I could accurately predict this. &’e have had—in our last 2

ears, I believe—I would-have to check our budget figures to be certain,
{;ut I know last year the biggest dollar increase we had was from the
countries themselves. And this is in terms of operating budget. sup-
port, allowing us to have summertime aitles, and nonprofessionals to
support the youth program and to do special programs, particularly
in high density population countries, where our Federal su port has
not been adequate to meet the population growth. And I gelieve in
some States—and this is only a personal opinion, I would like to
make it very clear—but under rgvenue sharing I would expect there
would be a high diversity in what would happen. And one of the
concerns that we have expressed, and I would repeut, is that a
part of the success of cooperative extension is that there are some
national overlays that are not directive and mandatory. But the
‘nutrition education program which was authorized by the Congress
Jonly 3 years ago in my opinion has been an offective program. Itshad
“the national support when it was implemented. It has not, to my
knowledge—at l(*ust we certainly didn’t even consider putting it in
any county where there was any question about its acceptability
locally. And so we have been able to sort of marry up thess three levels
of government. And they work against each other in a sort of & balanc-
ing kind of program, where you can get, the inputs of advisory com-
mittees locally, and the money locally, and at the same time you
have got State and Federal working with it. And I think it would vary
considerably State by State. : :

Mr. Hurcnison. Senator Humphrey, I would like to comment that,

. based on the history of the Cooperative Extension Service and the
large number of programs that have been conducted on a coordinated
basis by all State Cooperative Extension Services in the interest
of national goals, it would indicate that if this potential would be
“lost, that it would be a very great loss to the Nation as a whole.
And I would refer to the organization of the various action programs
at their inception, such as the soil conservation district, the rural
electrification, and these kinds of things, the food for peace programs
during two world wars, and now the nutrition programs. And I
would comment just on the most recent near-catastrophe of the
invasion of the United States by the VEE, Vcnezuelan encephalomye-
litis program, which hit our State very hard. And the director of
science and education, Dr. Ned Bayley, called me one morning and
said, We must have as quickly as humanly possible a report day by
day from each county on the number of sick horses and the number
of dead horses. And within 24 hours we wero providing this.informa-
tion accurately for the 254 counties in our Sxt)ate.

These kinds of programs would be lost if Extension were relegated
to a State agency as opposed to the opportunity that now exists with
Federal funding for cooperative efforts.

Senator HuMPHREY. Vghat is Extension doing to promote the
formation of county planning and development districts, which as
you know has become quite a program across the country?
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Mr. Warrs. We have done several things in Colorado. The first
thing we did when we organized the USDA rural development com-
mittees was to organize a State committee. And we have a private
industry planning agency and a State planning ageney in the Gover-
nor’s executive offices which deal with planning and resource develop-
ment, farm organizations, representatives of the lay public, and all
the agencies that would be in the department involved in this. We
have done this also at the district level. We have 12 planning dis-
tricts in Colorado. And these are set up to handle A-95 requests
as well as the planning evolution in the State. So we have locked in
the same geography as the organization®pWe were, I think, instru-
mental in getting those 12 districts set up the way they are, because
the Extension was working (-ooperntivefy with the State planning
office which had that responsibility. And we arranged the meetings,
*"at whieh time local people had a chance to react to the Governor’s
recommendations, which I believe at that time were working toward
about eight. And as a result of the hearings, and the input from
peoYle locally, the 12 that we now have were set up. We are now
~working in tAm same manner with the new land use commission. And
they are alsd tending in this direction, vou see. I feel that we have
a capacity here to at least provide the information on which policy
decisions of this type are being made.

Mr. HurcHison. Senator Humphrey, I would comment that I
think most States are working in the same way as outlined by Director
Watts. In our State, for example, the State is divided into 23 economic
districts. And the Governor’s office borrowed some of our specialists
to work with his planning units in developing the input-output’in-
formation that was (leveﬁ)pe(l to support these economic planning
units. And we have been deeply involved in working with them. And
in our State the State law requires that any.new developmental
programs that would be initiated would be initiated.along the lines
that were established by the Governor’s office.

Senator HumpHREY. Mr. Diesslin, you had some comnment on this?

Mr. DiessLiN. The State planning office is a part of our State
committee, and all of our local committees on rural development are
simultaneous. with the econtomic development area boundaries.

Senator HuMpHREY. So the multicounty planning districts are
really phased into your program?

Mr. DIESSLIN. l{ight. . : :

Senator HumpurEY. And from what I have heard here I gather
you are somewhat instrumental in encouraging their formation?

Mr. DigssuiN, We helped them in the development of it, and the
facts they used:to set up the areas, and have cooperated all along.

Senator HumpHrREY. Anybody else?

Mr. Stein?. - ' .

Mr. StEIN. T would say, Senator,” that this is true in Nevada a8
well. We have worked very closely with the State planning board in
surveying and €iving the necessary-data to determine what planning
districts perhaps should be made in our Nevada situation.

Mr. Hurchison. Senator Humphrey, if I might, I would like to

o back to-the previous question that you raised about whether the
%)xtension staff or State Extension staff people were oriented to work
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in industrial development as-well as in traditional agriculture. And I
would like to comment that most of the growth that has taken place
in the form of professional staff members in the Cooperative Ex-
tension Services in the last decade have been specialists. And many
of these were specialists who serve on an area basis as well as on a
State basiy. And I would cite an example, with which I am familiar.
In our State, divided into 12 districts for administrative purposes,
we have an economist in management, located in each of these dis-
tricts at the district headquarters, who is deeply involved in matters
pertaining to economic development. And in addition the Extension
Service has been involved in the development of cooperatives through-
out the Nation, and has been in a sponsoring role for the development
of these cooperatives. ,

Senator HumprREY. Of course.

Mr. CorrINDAFFER. Senator, along this same line I think the ques-
tion that we have found particularly. in our area toward bringing
employers into rural areas has to do with the level of community
services. And this has to be directly related to the peopie who live in

that community themselves. So irrespective of what any governmental

unit does other than being able just to dictate that one goes in and
locates here, the developments that are going to occur Woul(fbe directly
related to the involvement of people at the local level. And this I think
is one of the real strong points that extension workers have, is to know
how to go through the process of getting local people concerned abaut
what is going to happen, concerned about their commuynities and then
knowing how to get the necessary action to provide the kind of attrac-
*tive things that are needed to get the employers to come in. So I think
the process at local level is perhaps more important than a specific
subject matter. . A

Senator HumpHREY. I have a feeling—maybe it is just because I
have been recently more involved in this whole matter—that this idea
of rural development, has become a much more integrated type of
development in that 1t goes into community services, into industrial
expansion, and transportation. The whole picture has kind of taken
on a new momentum in the last few years.

Mr. Warrs. That is correct. . :

Senator HumMpHREY. Is it just because I have become involved in
this subcommittee, or because it is really happening?

Mr. Hurcrison. Itis really happening, yes, sir.

Mr. Warrts. I believe one of the reasons you would find the degree of
interest by the sponsoring cooperative services in this problem 1s that
we operate on an informal basis where, if you don’t have a so-called
teachable people or an interest on the part of the lay public, it is pretty
difficult. And I would say that 20 years ago, raising this same issue
you would have found very little of that in the local community. And
today there are instances of—for example, in the hearings we have been
having in Colorado we have uncovered just scary inforfnation about,
the number of units, for example, in the Aspen, Colo., area, already
approved, and then.nobody ever had it in one central point where they
could Yook at it. And these problems are with us in a State such as mine.
‘We have very fast declining population in part of the State, and mush-

_ rooming population in another. And this kind of imbalance does not
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gortend a very responsible, reasonable kind of development for our
State. I am sure the Governor is concerned about it, and many people
are. I think that there is o great deal of interest in this thing at the
logal level. )

Senator HumpHRrEY. Carl.

Senator Curtis. I have a conference on the Sugar Act. -

Senator HumpuRrEY. I guess you hud better go to that. Be sure you
get a lot of beets in there. '

Well, gentlemen, unless vou have something further to add, I
wont to express my thanks. But don’t hesitate if you have something
else. Because we look to you for a great deal of guidance. We are
dealing with subject matter that has many ramifications, and it is
very hard to put your hand right on it and say this is rural develop-
ment. When vou speak of development it comes in many forms.
And we think that the Extension Service has a unique role to play.
I really believe that vour leadership in rural America can be funda-
mentally important. And you have a way of doing it. I find that in
rural America you just don’t come in and grab people and say we
are going to do 1t this way, you have got to talk it out. It takes a little
time. It 1sn’t quite the same as some of our decisions that we make at
the urban leveﬁ.

Will vou please feel free to forward to us any suggestions that you
have. Truthfully this is a totally nonpartisan or bipartisan effort
that we are making here, and we need the help of everybody we can
get, even on matters that don’t directly relate to the Extension Service.
You men have a keen interest in the financing of rural development
the credit that is necessary, the kind of transportation, the educationa
and community facilities.that are required in rural areas. And in your
capacity just as s citizen feel free to share with us, because you are
out there. We need your guidance.

Thank you very much.

(Suminary: statement submitted by Mr. Watts is as follows:)

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Rural
Community Development Revenuc Sharing Act of 1971 as it relates specifically
to the Cooperative Extension Scrvice. I am Lowell H. Watts, director of the

Cooperative Extension Service for Colorado State University. My colleagues
present today are: '
Dr. Howard (. Diesslin, dircetor, Cooperative Extension Scrvice, Purdue.
Dr. John E. Hutchinson, director, Agricultural Ixtension Service, Texay
A. & M. University.
Dr. B. L. Coffindaffer, director, Cooperative Ixtension Service, West
Virginia University.
Dr. Joseph Stein, director, Cooperative Extension Service, University of
Nevada, and chairman of the Extension Committee on Organization
~ and Policy.

Present also is Dr. Paul Shaffer, director, Office of International Programs,
National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.

This testimony is prescnted with the approval and support of the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the Extension
Committee on Organization and Policy and on behalf of the most complex, most
far-reaching and most pervasive organization ever created to project scientific
knowledge in a meaningful and useful form to people outside the classroom. Our
testimony whAll focus upon scctions 202(c) and 416 of 8. 1612.

At the outset, we commend the Congress for the policy statement on rural
development contained in title IX of the 1970 Farm Act. We also gupport the
concerns for rural America and for balanced growth and development expressed
by the President in his message on rural community development. The Coopcrative
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- Extension Service has the capacity and organization to copfibute to those peolicy ‘

objectives. It can do so, however, qply as an objective, politically neutral educg-

tional organization. This testimony Wwill examine the provisions of 8. 1612 in terms

of their impacts upon this capability as well as the delivery of other authorized
) educational services. . . -

Alter serious analysis, we have concluded that S. 1612 as it is now written would
gignificantly alter tK: nationwide system of informnal education so soundly’ con-
ceived and so luboriously constructed over the past H7 years. The bill now before
you—at least that part pertaining to the Cooperative Extension, Service—is
vaguc and fraught with hidden, long-range implications, Section 20 (¢) appears
to maintain’ Cooperative Extenmion as the outreach arm of our land-grant univer-
sities and the educational arm of the USDA. But section 202(e) tells us nothing
‘ubout the authority of the Secrctary of Agriculture to approve plans of work. It
does not specify the authority of the Governors, It fails to insure political neutral-

i ity. National threads of program effort are ignored. It is not clunr whether the
1971 funding level is a frozen figure or enly a base.

Tho Cooperative Extension Service is clearly unlike any of the other agencies
or programs included in the proposed act. It i3 not a categorical grant program.
It already is based on high local involvement of prople in the determination of its
program priorities. It alrendy provides g greater flexibility in programing than
would be required under revenue sharing. It is not an action program but an
edueational one.

Already incorporated into Extension operations are the revenue sharing coneepts
of shared funding, loca) decinionmaling, the extablishment of program priorities,
and decentralized coutrol. An important added feature of the existing . arrange- -
ment is o nationwide network, supportive hut not dircetive of State and loeal pro-

. grams. Extension’s programs hayve remained. relatively free of political direction
and control, primarily beeanse of Extension’s tie to the land-grant jnstitutions, the
“mutual agreement’” clause of the Smith-Lever Act, itx multil[)l(- sources of~fund-
ing, it close ties to and d(-s)(-ndon(-(-, upon research, and the fact that it ix not g
direct line agencey of either Federal or State government. Inelusion of Extension in
revenue sharing would jeopardize the continuation of loeal funding and volunteer
support.

he faet that the President has, in seetion. 202(e), seen fit. to exempt Ext(-nsﬁm
from the general provisions of revenue sharing legislation is an indieation that the
Cooperative Extension Service is recognized as not fitting easily and appropriately
into the revenue sharing concept as proposed in 8, 1612, .

Passage of this legislation could alter the hasic operating strueture of Coopera-
tive Extension in such a manner as to rtibjeet it to direet political influence, de-
eentralize it to a point where national goals and efforts could not effectively be
mounted and thereby negatively affect the educational impaet of the program.

! After careful study and analysis of the legislative proporal, it appears that an

cffective, proven, und workable system is being subjected to the high risk of

distortion and weakness. Weaknesses in the Legislation. ’
The hill containx several weaknesses that pertain to Cooperative Extension.

1. There ix no provision in the bill for mutual agreement between the State

lund-grant university and the Secretary of Agriculture as to the broad nature of
programs to be eonducted.

he Department has stated:

“We are eonfident that offective and satisfactory working relutionships can be
worked out between the land-grant institution and the Department in continuing
Extension work under revenue sharing. The revenue sharing proposal did not
contemplate the abolishnient of the Federal Extension offiee sinee there will he a
nced ‘to continue national-regional-state relationships and other cooperative
efforts.” P

We are less confident than is the Department that all-these ‘lntiunships could

* be s0 effectively worked out under-S. 1612. The mutual consent provision of the
Smith-Lever Act is one of the bases upon which the nonpolitieal arrangements for
Cooperative Extension has been assured. Elim ion of this relationship leaves to
chance the working out of arrangements for the future, If, under revenue sharing,
a Seeretary should impose strict program constraints, the program eould be altered
thereby. It could alse be expected that the separate States, once the money was
allocated to them under revenue sharing, would construe their role to be fully
controlling. Our position on this point is that any legislative language which fails
to provide adequate protection for an educational progfam to operatc free of direct
politial control is unsound and not in the best interests of the public.

Q ) ) : \
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If both revenue sharing and Federal Government reorganization are approved
as now proposed, we would find the State Cooperative [ixtension Services funded
through the new department of community development and the national office,
now Extension Service, USDA, located in the Department of Kconomic Affairs.
It is difficult to visualize how this arrangement could possibly provide the needed
national coordination and support implied by the éecretary in his statements
before this committec. :

2. Use of penalty mail by Cooperative Extension personnel would be repealed,
thus requiring states and counties to pay funds now provided by the Congress.

3. States would be required to pay retirement and fringe benefit costs of Ex-
tension employces. This, in effect, is reyenue sharing in reverse.

4. Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding Federal appoint-
ment would be protected in the law, there is a question regarding the status of
such personnel in terms of their fringe benefits if a State should elect not to
contribute to the Federal retireinent prograin. T

5. Extension woilld lose its present ability to purchase supplies and equipment

. through GSA sources and would lose its present authority to acquire excess

Government property. These features have provided a great savings in the

oStates. ok

Q

The USDA has indicated that efforts will be made with (:8A and other.appro-
prittte authorities to.permit the ®ooperative Extension Service to continue acquir-
ing excesy property and utilizinf other GSA activities and facilities. .

The current authorization which LExtension has to acquire excess property is a
delegation to the State Extension Director by the Administrator, lixtension
Service, USDA. of his authority. If the Federal appointments are not maintained,
it is inconceivable that suc¢h delegation would be continned. o

6. There is no provision for growth. The bill refers to maintaining Cooperative
Iixtension at its 1971 size and type. It does not specify whether this reference is
only to Federal funds or to all sources and does not provide for kixtension tg share
in any increased funding under the revenue sharing bill.

Although the intent- has been stated by the administration that all funds
should be considered in establishing a 1971 funding base and that future increases -
are intended, there is a question as to whether or not the Congress gan commit
state and county funds in the absence of enabling legislation \&ig;h;A,matching
requirements at the level indicated. ’ )

7. ¥ * % Section 204 which authorizes the spending of funds under the act
does not include Extension work in the authorization. .

If section 202(¢) should remain in the legislation it would seem to require that
Extension be included in section 204 in order for funds to be allocated for Ex-
tension work. *

8. There appears to be né opportunity for a State to continue Cooperative
Ixtension work with Federal support if it should elect Dot to accept rural com-
munity development revenue sharing funds. . N

9. There is. high likelihood that Jixtension would lose its €urreng ability to
occupy Federal office space. This would, of course, necessitdte increased costs by
counties that would be affected by this feature.

10. Taken in the aggregate, the bill leaves a great many arrangements to
administrative discretion. This could be expected to result in a high variety of
decisions by the separate States, weakening the national programing coordination
and over time resulting in a significant change in the basic operating relationships.
and program eontent. This would be especially damaging to such programs as
4-H and nutrition. .

1t is most difficult to understand a proposal that would retain Federal responsi-
bility for research by the USDA ancFSta.te agricultural experiment stations but
place Extension in a completely different arrangement. Research without Extension
long ago was proved incomplete in meeting practical needs of our people. The
deliberate separation of research and Extension at the national level is a most
unwise move. . o .

A concern must also be expressed regarding poorly defined administrative
authority in the proposed legislation. .

We sincerely attempted to draft amendments to 8. 1612 which would include
the Cooperative Extension Service in the legislation and insure that it would
remain effective and responsive to local needs. We have come to the conclusion® .
that no series of amendments will provide for anything superior to that already
available under the Smith-Lever and related acts. It is obvious that the Coopera-
five Extension Service simply does not belong in 8. 1612. The “Pass Through’
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of Extension funds to the land-grant universities would not provide dollars for
states to use under the general action phases of rural community development
revenue sharing, and a very real risk would be imposed upon a workable, operating,
effective system of informal edueation. " . ’

In the interest of the public served, we urge you not to permit the dissolution ,

of warping of an educntiongxl system which is wnique and effective. We, therefore,
request that the Cooperative Extension Serviee be removed from the provisions
of Senate bill 1§12. .
THE ROLE OF EXTENBION IN RURAL DEVELOPMENT

At this point, I would like to address my comments to a brief examination of the ‘
role of the Cooperative Extension Service in rural development.

In the 1970 Report of the President’s Task Force on Rural Development |
entitled “A New Life for the Country.”” ! You will recall that the Task Force
recommended ‘“* * *+That land-grant colleges and uniydrsitics step up their
commitment * * * Toward the needs of countryside communities and rural
people * * " | ‘ |

specifically wish to call to the attention of this committee the high degree ;
of idterest of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges and the directors of Cooperative Extension in rural development. We are
already heavily involved in those rural development efforts for which the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has responsibility. We are working cooperatively in many |
Btates with the State executive offices responsible for resource development,
planning and related subjepts. .

Today, you are secking mechanisms by which attention can be giveh in an
cffective manner to applying public policy and public resources to assist non-
metropolitan areas. The implementation. of a national development eancept at |
the State and community levels through financial incentives and other action pro-
grams must have a research and edueation component to support that policy |
if the efforts are to be fully effective. :

The Cooperative Fxtension organization could serve as the vehicle to provide-
the educational component. We urge that any program evolved for rural develop-
ment make full use of the capabilities of the existing structure of our land-grant
systenm for both data colleetion and information; disscmination.

Permit me at this point to commment specifically upon the proposal made to

this committee by Dr. D. B. Varner, president of the University of Nebraska.
You will recall that Dr. Varner recommended that the Congress authorize and
fund a system of institutes for Miral development in the land-grant universities
which would contain research and Extension components built upon the present
land-grant model.

We recognize that Dr. Varner made this proposal as an individual. It is cer-
tainly in the land-grant tradition. It is an excellent and imaginative eoncept.

The land-grant system’s involvement in rural™developmient has been extensive
over many yvears. Although the association has not yet formally studied the pro-
"~ *posal and acted upon it, it has supported similar eoncepts. ‘Our committer, and

individual cxtension directors, fully supports the proposal as we understand it,

and urges yvour serious consideration of it.

The Extension job as outlined by Dr. Varner is ecrtainly compatible with and
apprrl)print(e to both the organization of Extension and its commitment to rural

people. R . .

We would stress in making these eommerits that Extension as it is now author-

ized could move into this responsibility as a functional arm of the land-grant

universities. This capacity would be jeopardized if the Cooperative Extension -
Service is retained as now indicated in Senate bill 1612. We therefore urge this \

I

comniittee to strike from 8. 1612 all reference to the Cooperative Extension

Service and to permit instead its continued operation under existing authority of

the Smith-Lever Act. :
Thank you for this opportunity to appear befere this important committee.

Senator HumpHREY. We are going to alter our schedule a little
bit, because we are moving a little faster than we contemplated.
Is Mr. Rudy Esala here? ’

1*A New Life for the Country,” The Report of the President’s Task Force on Rural Development.
March 1970, p. 31. .
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Mr. Esala, you ate the presidesit of the National Asseciation of
Development 6 anizationis. And ydu are from & very wonderful part of
our country, Duluth, Minn. And you are accompanied by Earl Price
and Lon Herdin. ) .
Where are you from, Mr. Price? ‘
Mr. Price. [ om from central Oklahoma. -
+ Senator-HumpHrEY. And Mr. Hardin?
Mr. HarpiN. I am from Fort Smith, Ark. J
Senator HumpHRrEY. | hope that you two gentlemen don’t run over
my friends in Dulut]}l. We are outnumbered. ‘
Mr. Esava. .l don’t think we are.
Sensator HumpureY. All right.-Give us a little background informa-
tion first on the National Asseciation of Development Organizatiohs.

STATEMENT OF RUDY R. ESALA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ARROW-
HEAD REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 'DULUTH, MINN.,
AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DEVELQPMENT
ORGANIZATIONS : -

. Mr. Esara. The National Association of Development Organiza- -
tions is a national -association of multicounty orgamizations from
every State in the Union. We. are basically set up under the economic
district, program of the’Economic Development Act of 1965. There are
approxiinately 122 districts untler.that act presently. Amd-we are
formed together for mutual protection and for mutu"sirunderstamling
of our problems. B
And I would like to introduce at this time two former presidents. -
Earl Price from Shawnee, Okla.; is & former president of NADO, and
Mr. Lon Hardin fromn Fort Smith, Ark., is n{so ‘a former president of
NADO. I am currently serving asipresident. Co ,
Senator HumpHrEY. Do you have a preparéd statement, Mr. Esala?
Mr. Esara. Yes, I have a prepared statement. But I would like to
submit it for the record and just suinmarize briefly what I have.
?enator Humparey. We will put the entire statement in the record
as if read, and vou just go shead now and talk to us. :
Mr. Esara. And I would like to have Mr. Price and Mr. Hardin
assist me ‘as we go along, and ask. )
You can ask questions any time you wich. ‘
The concept of aiding rural development as expressed in the bill
1612 is & good one. We are glad that (?ongres's recognizes the place of
rural America and is starting to do something about it, particularly
the idea of developing a national growth policy for rural America as
well as urban America. In the past it seems that all the interest was
paid to urban America, and rural America was ignored.
* I want to make about four or five points. One, in regard to this bill,
is the apparent lack of recognition of regionalism. And when I talk
about -regionalism I am talking about the multicounty appgoach to
problem solving, the multijurisdictional approach.
Senator HUMPHREY. You are speaking now of 8. 16127  °
. Mr. EsaLa. S. 1612. = . :
Senator HumpHREY. And it is lack of recognition of the multicounty
structure and regionalism? - '
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Mr. Esara. Right - ‘
Two, the so-called State plan.in gubernatorial control over the type
“of planning system that is recommended in the bill.

o d three, the efforts that the Federal Government has made in

- the past decade toward regional approach to problem solving.

- And four, is—it appears torme tlhut there is a lack of understanding

of what rural America is. People like to think of rural America as a

quaint little villsgge behind a hill, and. people farming. But that isn’t

rural America today. Rural America today is industrialized. People
there work in factories” as they do in the cities, and they work in -
mines. And they have the same kind of jobs as people in Chieago and

. the poverty in rural America is felt just as keenly as it is in Chicago.

. Poor housing and lack of opportunity and diserimination is felt as

- hard in, Orr, Minn., with 200 population, as in Los Angeles,

And then the last point I would like to address myself to is—it
might raise some eycbrows—judging the wisdom of placing rurafl

=development in the development 6f agriculture, is that the right place
for it to be.. )

e I will go back first of all and talk about the regional approach of
problem sotving. This bill appears to me not to Full_v recognize the
efforts of the Federal Government in the past décade to develop the
regional concepts in local areas. .

Congress has through the Economic Development Acts set up the
economic development distgict plus the regional commissions in the
various parts of the country. Unfortunately in many places the legis-
tative intent of Clongress has not been followed through by the Federal
agencies. However, at the present time for our regional- as an ex-
ample in Arrowhead—we would not be able to carry out our programs
without congressional support and Federal regulations. The States in N
many instances, not necessarily in Minnesota, but in many other in-
stances, refuse to recognize multijurisdictional approaches or local
‘autonomy. The only way that modern Americans in rural America
can express their concern and maiutain a certain amount of autonomy, *
is to band together in a strong joint effort and to sit down together
and hash out their problems and set up priorities and hope that the
State and the Federal Government recognizes that these people have
the ability to decide their own destiny. By themselves they are weak
ang confused and unable to solve their problems. -

S. 1612 appears'to give the power of planning to the Governors of
each State. And it is up'to the discretion of the Governor to set up a

. State planning board and set up regions systems, but it doesn’t say
how oravhat kind of rules or whether they are going to put any money
in the rural areas or use State areas to do the planuing or have tocal
: eople to do the planning or what, we don’t know, it doesn’t say that.

There are many areas of revenue sharing that really frighten rural
America. It is hared even to explain some of the reasoning. But I am
sure Mr. Price and Mr. Hardin can explain what” happengd in the
Emergency Employment Act when it was given to the G&éruor’s
«office and split up among the Governors, and all the political hassles
in that area.

Our apprehension on this bill is that there is no gnarantee for the
regional concept that it will be protected and it will be saved, with all

g " the investment that has been made so far. The advantages of the bill
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_ are that they cut red tape. We support that and will support that
part of it. '

Getting back to the concept of rural growth cost, let me say that
the manner in which this logislation defines rural America should be )
reconsidered. In my own region, for example, the standard metro-
politan statistical area—the urban area ofl Duluth, the county of
St. Louis, is considered a standard statistical metropolitan area. As
“you know, this is 175 miles long.

. Senator Humpurey. Who considers it that?
« Mr. Esava. The Department of Labor defines it as an SMSA.

Senator HumpHrEY. Has anybody ever looked at it?

Mr. Esava. Noj when they set it out here in Washington or Chicago
and make decisions, they don’t look at the map close enough to figure
out a scale of miles.

Senator HoMpurey. That is a pretty big county.

Mr. Esava. Right. When you leave the city of Duluth you have 70
miles to drive before you hit the next stop sign.

Senator Humparey. That is a big metropolitan area.

\[‘?. Esava. Right. And this is all rural America. And you find
these things. And just in St. Louis Cfounty alone we have an SMSA,
and wo are nat eligible for this fund. And two-thirds o’feéhe people of

the seven-county region that we live in live in 'St. Lpuis County,
and one-third of those —less than that half of the peopt6 in St. Louis
County live in Duluth. What about the rest of the pgople living in
all those places like Cook and Ely? Because of the definitions in the
bill they will not have the opportunity to be beneficiaries of the bill.
The problems of rural America have been increasing over the years.
And woe all know the reasons of out migration and the loss of popula-
tion, and so forth. The trouble is that what Congress has tried to do
in the past and what we have all tried to do in the past is cure the “
disense and not try to get back to what is causing this discase and try
to do some preventive medicine by providing opportunity in rural
America. It hasn’t been a rational plan for developing rural America,
to prevent the people from going to the cities and causing more
problems. But we need tax incentives to stein the population, and
we need what vou and Senator Talmadge are talking about in the
Rural Development Bank. This is a new and innovative way of
solving problems, becanse capital is our biggest problem. We don’t
have the capital in rural America. We have to find a mechanism to .
get capital back in, and I think you are on the right spot on S, 2223.
We need prograins to improve rural housing. And to think that
there is only 239,000 people in the seven ccunties in northeast”
Minnesotas but we just finish a study, and we find out that we
need 44,224 new housing units in that arca by 1980. That is a big
problem. And we are talking about revenue sharing $29 million for
the State of Minnesota. And we are talking about seven counties
one isolated coruer of the State and 44,000 units. At the present '
time HUD in %uge has 60,000 units requested for housing for the
elderly and housing for the low-income families. And they have the
money for 8,000. And who got their applications sent back but all'the
small communities? All the rural America got theirs back. The
emphasis is going to the city.
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Senator Humpurey. This is a constant problem. This is one of
the reasons that Senator Talmadge set up this.subcommittee, to focus
some attention upon this very matter that you have just stated now.
~ You know tHat I served as mayor of the big city, the city of Minne-
a?olis. It is much easier to get ah application for a large city on any

* of these community projects than it is for a community of 5,000,
2,500 or-a 1,000. First of all, they don’t have the technica profession
of he y-irand dey out to bird dog, as we say; each one of these
applications. And if you are not there every day working on’it, it slips

, - through the ‘board, and they say, I am sorry,, and send it back:- go
one of. the purposes thst we have in mind in this subcommittee is-

sort of a watchdog operstion on Fedéral agencies to try to give some

. ' special emphasis to these.areas of America in which we have smaller
o populations, and to design legislation—ss you know, our S. 2223 is

. related to a specific type of community; a community under a certain
number of people, 35,000 people or less. And then you start to get

+ down to where you get credit, and you get service from the Federal . .
Government designed specifically” for certain patterns—certain

- sized communities. Sl o .
; Go ahead. I just wanted to let you know that we are king along
- your same lines, . * ) n, .
: Mr. Espvra. There is a point there 1 would just like to expand-on. *
We have 264 units of general government—we are.talking just now
. . from our experience. We have 264 units of government, and only two*
. of them have planning capacity. And that is Duluth and the Coufity
of St. Louis. What do the rest do? From our regional staff there_ are
staffs from each of these communities. We can provide expertise to
help prepare Federal applicitions to act as a buffer between Federal
: agencies and State bureaucrats. And we have been able to channel
="+ money. And they have begun to depend on us. But this revenue sharing
«  bill here does not guarantee the people who have built this o%er the
- years, who have built a regional organization-to deliver the goods to
them. And we have the record of the delivery of the goods. And this
. does not assyre our existence. And the people built this themselves. .
. To go on, besides housing we .neexf better edugational facilities, p
better planning, and a’ coordinated approach to .environfental
, problems. We are doinF that now through EPA, through the regionad
approach. And this bill doesn’t recognize regional approach. We need -
better health facilities and criminal justice facilifies. And we,are
doing it. But what about’the other parts of ‘the State where they
don’t have statistical planning ability? . . X -
The last point I want t¢ bring up is, I would just.like to raise a
question about the administration of this program under the Depart-
ment of Agriculturé. I know that the Department of Agriculture has
-always beexn, responsible for rural deve opment in rural "America.
Obviously something is wrong, because-rural America is hurting. Are
< they the hppropriate agency to administer this program?
They do not, from dgr experience, have the expertise in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for comprehensive planning, for land use planning,
) for production ¢ontrol, industtial development planning. Those of
-, wtheir staffs are entirely devoted:to agriculture. And they have done .
. Q& good job in making America produce the bounty that it has. That .
is their bag, so to speak, But their expertise really is.not in these
fields that are the same. type of problems as urban problems.. .- :
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~ voluntary association ef multicounty

- concerned individual. 2
The concept of ai(linéi‘rural development, as expressed in this bill, is.

. f ¢ ¥

- So I think that Congress shou]d:\ldok at, this. Are they the right

agency. - ,
I just bring that up to think about. | :
Senator HumMPHREY. One of the things that we have provided for

-under the Consolidated Farm -and Rural Development Bank is.

overall total expertise, technical assistance and planning as well as
credit. And it is an independent instrumentality. And it is under a

national-board, like a board df directors, plus regional bank ‘boards, :

so that you begin to'get away from the strictures or the restraints
or the limitations of any one department of Government. We think
it has some merit on that basis. - '

Mr. EsAra. Senator Humphrey, I think I would like to conclude:.
And then I will answer any questions. g .

Mr. EsaLa. Good afternoon. I am Rudy Esala, executive director
of the Arrowhead Regional Development Commission (ARDC) in
northeastern Minnesota. I also am serving as president of the National
Association of Development Organizatigns (NADO). NADO is a
Zanizations throughout the

Nation. v
Today I am here to testify about

1 e effects of S. 1612 on regional
organizations, not as a representati

of any organization but as a

certainly a good one. The plight of rural America is well known to

" all members of this subcommittee. The idea of developing a national

growth policy for rural as well a§ urban areas is also highly commend-
able. I would 'not wish to speak- against any of these basic concepts
contained in this bill. ,

I must, however, express some concern over what I feel this bill
lacks in its present form. In general, there seems to be a failure on the
part of the bill to recognize tEe concept of regionalism.

Congress has been expounding on the advantages of the regional
approach for the past several sessions. Unfortunately, what is legisla-
tive intent on the part of Congress is not receiving the commitment
it deserves from the Federal agencies. Let me cite some examples. In
1968, when the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act was passed, it

rovided for specific reviewal powers on'the part of regional bodies.
nly in the past year has this reviewal process been implemented by
circulars from the Office of Management and Budget. The Inter-
governmental Personnel Act, fundeg in 1970, is only beginning to be
implemented at this point. Guidelines issued under the IPA fail to

. designate regional organizations as eligible agents to receive funds.
The Emergency Employment Act, which provides funds urgently.

needed to curb unemployment, overlooks entirely the fact that it 1s
regiona\bodies which ean best survey employment needs and which
can best dordinate manpower programs. By ‘the time the Department
of Labor agreed to define the term ‘“‘consqrtiuni’’ to include regional
bodies composed of public elected officials, most of the funds had
already been obligated. .

My%pprehension over this bill is that once more there is no guaran-
tee that the concept of regionalism will be protected. Because there
are no provisions for funds to pass through from the States to the
regions, there can be no guarantee that former economic development
districts will be funded at the same level asthey were in the past. The
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truth of the matter is that in many States it is Federal require- ‘
ments only that allow regionalism to survive. :

The .bill guarantees tﬁlut no State will receive fewer funds under
revenue sharing than they had in the past. But, by not talking about
regions, it fails to tuke into consideration the fact that more regions
are being organized all the time. Thus, in Minnesota, for eéxample,
“wheré’ there are only two regional commissions presently, these two -
regions receive all funds designated for regional hodies. In the future, »
however, as more regions come into existence, the percentage each
region receives will decrease. -

One of the -advantages this bill purports to have is that of cutting
redtape by ‘climinating many of the Federal requirements on how
. dollars are to be spent. Of course, shortcuts that mean we cah receive

our funds more quickly are always received favorably by me. How-
ever, there are some, aspects to this that you should be cautious about.
There is presently a tendency on the part of each Federal agency to.
“go off on its own.” It scems to me that there could be a great deal of
improvement in the administration of programs such as the title V
commissions and water and sewer funds if Congress required these
programs to-be coordinated regionally. At times Federal requirements
can help programs have a greater impact on lotal government than no
requirements at al. . :

Getting back to the concept of a rural growth, policy, let me say
that the manner in which this legislation defines rural areas should
‘possibly be reconsidered. In my own region, for example, there is a
standard ‘metropolitan statistical area, the urban area of Duluth. I
believe the definition should allow for such combinations of urban and &
rural areas. What is needed is a growth policy in gencral, not separate
policies for urban and for rural areas. .

Regionalism does work. The Arrowhead Regional Development
District has been a success thus far. But, it needs the commitment of
Congress and the Federal agencies to keep it alive. It needs to be

~assured that legislation is written allowing for regional involvement
and that such legislation will be carried out as intended by Congress
in the form of guidelines and administrative regulations from Federal
agencies. S

Something has got to be done to alleviate the problems in rural
America. Although the revenue sharing bill does not deal specifically
enough with regionalism, at least it does address itself to rural
problems. . ’ ’

Meanwhile, the problerns of,rural America continue to increase. We @

. ‘hope that Congress will concern itself as directly with rural develop- ‘
ment as it has with urban problems. I would like to urge the members
of the subcommittee to strengthen rural America.
- We need tax incentives to stem rural outmigration.
- We need programs to improve rural housing.
P We need better educational facilities.

We need a coordinated approach to environmental problems.

We need better health delivery systems.

We need coordinated criminal justice planning.
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The list of needs for rural America ¢ould-go on and on. The best
way to address these needs is by insuring coordination and elimination
of duplicate efforts-——through regionalism.

The President stated in his message what transfers of functions
;were to tuke place under this legislation. But we’re not too sure that
everyone is aware of the additional programs that are being utilized
by regional organizations. Mr. Tom Francis of EDA conducted a
study examining the “multiplier effect” that is possible through
regionalism. Of the 100 developmbnt distriets he surveyed, he learned
that with a total EDA planning grant: ovestment of $4,472,642 in
economic development districts, more than $14,308,901 in plannin
services arc being delivered to these districts through (-oord'mutoﬁ
funding. HUD is putting $1,560,968 into comprchensive and nonmetro
planning, augmenting the development district’s economice develbp-
ment thrust. HEW is utilizing EDD’s to channel $902,587 in com-
prehensive health planning, while the Department of Justice is using
the district mechapism to implement some $849,019 in law enforce-
ment planning. .

Before I conclude, there is something else that I would like to add
even though it is apart from what I had been asked to speak about.

I would like to raise some (uestions about the fact that this bill
Y)lm'os the administration of the program under the jurisdiction of the

cpartment of Agriculture. I am not trying to be overly critical, and

1 recognize the excellent work USDA has done in certain arcas. But,
on the other hand, our experience has shown that the background and
training of most of Agriculture’s staff has been devoted entirely to
agriculture. Their programs have tended to concentrate on-only one
" arca of the rural economy—that of agriculture.. '

What seems to have happened is that Agriculture has pat itself in
a reactionary position. When urban programs are developed, Agricul-
ture reacts by introducing its own counterpart. This has resulted in
their programs not being eoordinated with other Federal programs in
the rural areas. Rather than adopting innovative arrangements they
have preferred the status quo. In my own experience, the Arrowhead
Regional Development (Commission was ruled ineligible by the re-
gional office of Agriculture to do water and sewer planning for our
region. Rather, they insisted that cach county develop its own plan,
thereby generating the lack of coordination we are trving to combat.
Only after we appealed the decision to the Federal office in Washing-
ton were we designated as the proper planning body. '

Also, I'm raising some serious structural questions about Agriculg
ture administering a program for rural community development. In
order to accomplish the goals of rural development, they would have
to create a whole new bureaucracy. For surely ‘they would have to
build expertise in arcas such as comprehensive land use planning,
water resources planning, and the whole wide range of envirorimental
planning. It seems to me that the only way this could be accomplished-
would be to transfer manpower from EPA, HUD, Manpower, and
other agencies. Nowhere have I seen a proposal of this nature.

When Secretary of the Treasury John Connally appeared before
this subcommittee in April, he referred to the fact that there had
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been some ‘“doubts and fears” expressed in regard to the future of

the Extension Service. He then said in effect, that these people who

expressed concern need no longer worry for this bill continues the

. Extension Service. Now, I recognize that the Extension Service has

been a ‘“‘sacred cow” that Congress and many Stdtes have hesitated

to touch in the past. But, I raise the question as to whether the

Extension Service isn’t duplicating the programs of other ¥Federal

encies. I do not wish to dwell on this point but I can assure you

that it many States there has indeed been duplication. What also is

apparent is that they have tended to cary out programs such as

N seminars without checking first with regional”organizations as#o the
need of those programs.

Although these last points I have raised are somewhat beyond the
scope of this bill, I do think it is essential that this subcommittee in
discussing rural development consider all aspects—for the problems

. of rural America are diverse and require innovative solutions.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

Senator HumpurEy. Why don’t we proceed now to your adsociates
that are with you, Mr. Price and Mr. Hardin. And they mmay make
any comments they wish. And then we will come back to the questions.

Mr. Price. Senator Humphrey, I am sorry, I don’t have a pre-
pared statement. ’

Senator HuMpHREY: Just your comment.

STATEMENT OF EARL V. PRICE,&NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
DEVELOPMERT ORGANIZATIORS, SHAWNEE, OKLA.

Mr. Price. We support the present president of the NADO or-
ganization. It has been my pleasure to appear before many committees
of the Senate and the House regarding this business of rural. develop-
ment, balanced development. But we like to think of it in Oklahoma
as being a little bit different, and we take exception to the proposed
legidlation because we think it does not really provide a mechanism
for the delivery of the intended purpose. We take no exception to
the intended purpose. It presumes, for. instance that the money as
distributed among the States can be in essence appropriately delivered
to units of local government, and is responsive to legislatures, which
we think is simp%y not the case, that most State legislatures do not
consider in their sessions other than State appropriations, and they
would not consider this. So therefore it becomes totally in the hands
of :the executive branch of the State government. And we question
that as a delivery mechanism, No. 1 No. 2, I would like to share with
the committee some of my personal experiences, and I can’t do that
without giving you a brief background of how our organization as a
multicounty development organization functions. .

First of all, we proceed on the presumption that it is impossible to
determine what the priority needs of the people are in health, crime,
economics, physical development, narcotics and drug abuse, or any
other field of endeavor, unless first you analyze what the existing
situation is.

And for that reason we have a board of directors which is appointed
by elected officials of local units of government. They can be removed
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upon 30 days’ notice by those units of local government. Under this
board of directors of 35 men we have four standing commissions that
are elected by the functional areas. We have 632 people in health,
including doctors, hospital administrators, technicians

Senator HumPHREY. When you say we, you mean in your State?

Mr. Price. In my particular multicounty organization. And this is
a type of organization throughout the Statk. There are 11 multicounty
rlunning regions within the Stgte. In the rura) areas we conserve
cadership because we have a lack of leadership more so than they do
in the metropolitan areas, so that we do find multiple people serving on
multiple boargs. & ,

In addition to the health commission; which includes all of these
people, there is a delivery system for health, and we feel like it is
~ they and only they who know the system of deliveries for health
serviee. And we also do the same thing in the criminal justice field
with district judges, district attorneys, police chiefs, et cetern. We do
the same in econornics, and I can tell you the organization there. And
we also do the same in physical and environmental development,.

Now to give you an example of some of the things to show the
differences between having a developed, organized plan to meet
yriority problems. The recent Emergency Employment Act leveled

lock grants, if you please, to the various States, or to Metropolitan

areas within those various States. In the State of Oklahoma, for-
tunately, we set up manpower planning coordinating committees under .

cach of the 11 regional multicounty jurisdictions. The emergency
employment money which was in the State of Oklahoma, $4,050,000
was distributed, based upon a formula determined by the Department
of Labor, among these various 11 planning regions. There were public
hearings held on how to best utilize this 100 grant money. And
believe me, that is a difficult thing, when anything 1s total{y free,
there is usually too little to meet all of the need, and therefore the
need for prioritg setting is to how best to expend this money. Public
hearings—my board of directors of the multicounty region had
$240,000 to determine the ulloct#tion. They called together the com-
missions. The commissions gave the prionty needs for employment.
This was turned down by the board of directors and told to be allocated
to the units of governgnent, neaning community and city governinent,
32 cities and eight counties. The outcome of all this:was that the
commissions went back to their communities as an organized com-
mission and set priority needs, whereby we now have approximatel

one-third of .that moncy going for high priority needs in the healt

field, and in the criminal justice and law enforcement field] in the

economics field, and in the physical development and environmental *

field.

Now, that wes only sble to come sbout by virtue of the fact that
these commissions had met and had made long-range plans for the
past 415 years, and what their needs were to deliver better health
services, criminal justice system services, et cetera. So such plan-
ning as this must be determined in advance of general revenue shar-
ing, or the money in my opinion will be inappropriately spent to a
large degree. And I think the bill does not set out that mechanism for
delivery. True, it does suy there must be & Stute plan, but it presumes
thet the executive branch of the State government has such a plan.
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And we support the previons people thet set here and szid thet the
essentinl of the thing is that unless you have the inputs from local
people-- rnd this is more then elected officials, this is the heslth people,
it is the educntors, it is the nonelected units of government, salt water
ahd conservation districts, if you plense -unless you have the inputs
of ull of these people throngh some citizens purticipution group, |
’ think it negetes it, and it probably does not stand a very good chance

of having v effective (lo[in*r_v of the national resources back to the
locul groups. .

Senator Humenrey. Thank you very much, Mr. Price.

M. Hardin, :

STATEMENT OF LON J. HARDIN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS, FORT SMITH, ARK.

Mr. Haroiy. Chgirmen Humphrey, of course it is » pleasure to be
here. 1 too am w past presidentt of NADO, vnd of course do support

o Mr. Esele)s fine statement,

\ I would like to just comment . little bit shout our prrticalar ares,
becease 1 think it is a0 sree in rural America, However, our SMSA
county compered to Duluth is four counties in two States. Fort Smith
is our metropolitan rres. But we encompass rural counties. It is 89
miles from Fort Smith t8 the little town of Pekoshee, Okla. And they
don’t even want to join the people of Fort Smith. Pekoshee is about 200
people. We have been in existence 5 years slso. Our rural counties
contribute whout $2,000 per year, per county, to our-orgenization for
local funds. What we have is o situation of where the metrbpolitan
county puts up the majority of the money for local funds for which we
match ¥ (‘(Iorvj programs. With that $2,000 they bought a piece of o
staff of around 20 people that were in professionel positions - we have

© Ph. D5 on the staff, we have urban planners, we have environmental
specivlists, we heve specizlists in the field of econonics, outdoor
recrestion, and dowfi the line. We heve ereated this within 4 or 5 yoears.,
And suddenly  of course it looks like the loerl training we have been
giving the people out there to get together and set their own priority
18 going to be negated by this picce of legislation.

%('mnment. T notice section 312 in the act, 1612, does state that rural
comnmunity development funds may be used Wy State or loeal govern-
ment »s matehing shares for other Federal” grant programs which
contribute to the rursl development. That leaves it » little vague there
as to what is going to be left after they fold in these major 11 rural |
development programs. So there is » little question to us as to how and
what we are going to have left.

In our particular eight-county aren in two States I think vou will
find about the same thing as vou would find in other districts. Fifty-
seven percent of our housing in the area is either substandard or
obsolete by virtue of being over 30 years old, and it must be replaced
within the next 10 years. :

So we need housing, and we need public health gervices, we need
sanitarians, and we need some of the categorical grant programs, What

~we have seen up to now on this first step of revenuesharing is something
that we have u great fear of. When you turn this program of revenue
sharing to the Governor—and he, of course, is a very fine Governor,
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but in the situation of ¢mergency employment in Arkansas, he passed
through a major portion of the funds to the county judges. And we
have seen the doggonedlest program of roadbuilding and operators
for front-end 1 (%ers inl the past 2 months. In other'words, this is
one of the fears. We have been working toward planning what our
priorities are, and vet you are going to find through tEis type of
program long range planning objectives that will provide drug abuse
officers, mental health people, J‘LPN 's, nurses, and we are going to
put on a few more street bidders and garbage collectors, and, o% course,
they are also needed.

J}l,xst as an example, we had $238,000 allocated to our eight-county
region to our Emergency Employment Act. And $216,000 o%that went
to our one metro county. And we have a combination in the other °
counties of 24 jobs, allocating these 24 jobs to a county judge. And
when you give it directly to him, most iikely-—in fact in our district
it all ended up on the road crewsand this was the end. '

Because we have had plannipg we haye called these people togéther
and they are modifying their plan. We pre going to end up with sani-
tarians 1n each county to look at the pestaurants and public health
services that we didn’t have. We are going to have ambulance services,
public health nurses and things in the areas where we have not had
them. The only reason we have been aWo that was because we
had worked with these judges and talked them about planning.
The boards got together similar to what they did in Oklahoma and
went out locally and solicited the elected officials to look, the real .

riorities need may not be to put on another road patrol operation,
et's look at some solid waste disposal programs.

This I think is probably indicative—we feel like we are all rural
Arperica, even though our largest city is 64,000. It would be a metro-
p;ﬁtan area. That 15 only half of the population of our SMSA, and
the other three counties are extremely rural counties. They are goin
to be knocked out of this bill entirely, because they are a portion o
an SMSA. We appreciate the fact that we do intend with this bill to
cut some redtape. We also recqgnize the fact that if it had not been
for these districts or regional programs that were going out there,
there would be very few planners out there at all, and 1t would be
extremely difficult for county judges and elected officials to try to
keep up with the mass of programs. However /there has been a reaction
and a system developed now that is workable. We have in Arkansas,
as in many of the other Midwestern States, eight planning and
development districts. They are fully staffed and are comnpetent. And
for the first time they have brought professional asscistance people
to the local level. Now, the main difference is this—and I have worked
for Federal Government and for State government and local govern-
ment for the past 15 vears—for the first time we have professional
peoYlle locally Lired. "They are responsive and responsible to the people
m the district that they are servm;i;. In the past even myself when I
worked for State level and Federal level, I have to admit that agency
survival or State program survival came a little bit ahead of the
local people’s needs. And in this bill I see no real assurance that this
ability to go out and hire professional planning services that are
responsible to local people will be retained. I am afraid that human
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nature might get in the way and we would be looking at very short
rangé programs for & majority of the money.

Senator HuMPHREY. Just so we get the record clear here, what is
your overall judgmenfyow as te what this committee or subcommittee
should recommend in reference to S. 1612.

Mr. Esava. Personally, I would recommend that the committee
reject S, 1612 as it is right now.

(Off the record)

Senator HumpHREY. I was asking you for your general observations
on S. 1612. )

May I ask, first of all, have you studied this bill carefully, Mr.
Esala?

Mr. Esava. Yes, sir. ’ .

Senator HumMpHREY. Your general observation, Mr. Esala, was

Mr. Esara. I didn’t have a chance to finish it.

Senator HumpHREY. All right, let’s go through it.

Mr. Esara. You have got to realize that we are talking about a
rovineial ppint of view. ’%his bill is designed so to speak to help the
ocal people. But I believe that between the stated purposes of the
act and the performance that the projects there is an incsedible gap.

And just on that alone, and for other reasons that we stated earlier,
we would have to stand opposed to S. 1612 in its entirety-.

Senator HumpHREY. Do you think that this act would promote
multicounty or regional operation? '

Mr. Esara. Noj§ would think that it would destroy it, because it
gives too much power to the State governments. ‘

It appears to me that the whole revenue-sharing packageis designed
to strengthen Governors in metropolitan areas, and it leaves rural

America holding the bag again as in the past.

Senator HUMPHREY. ilr. Hardin.

States directly. that the duties 'and authorities of such planning
boards as may be established shall be detefmined by the Governor
. of each State. The bill just does not guarantee any form of delivery
\ -system past the Governor’s office. And if you get in to this type of
\ Ssystem past. get .
S\ situation this means that you lose any continuity of professional
. staff planners, because Governors are subject to change. :
Senator HumpHREY. And Governors do change?

- Mr. HarpiN. And Governors do change. And you find all of the
normal human frailties of man coming in to it. We have seen it hap-
pen in a couple of States, even under the District program, that where
the State legislature passed the bills giving the Governors broad powers,
everywhere you hadp one elected you had a complete disruption of all
cantinuity of planning sefvicess

- Benator HuMPHREY. You mean when there is a change of adminis-
tration you will find that happeningl;‘? :

T. }{ARDIN. Right, this is true. For the first time within the past

5 yeaxs with these local planning districts that have been created—and

eated by the Puglic Works and Economic Development Act—

's case he only gets about 6 percent of his funds from that

r act, while in my case we get about 10 percent. So we are

d in my particular case we have abgut nine categorical

ants from other agencies. But for the first time it has

very br
planning

Mr. HarpIN. T would agree with Mr. Esala. In the bill it is ﬁhe '
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allowed the local people to go out and hire xome competent people to
speak for them.

Senator Hymparey. Wouldn't this bill (S. 1612) take- those cate-
gorical grants and put those in the hands of the Governor for the
purpose of allocation? ' .

Mr. Harpin. That is true. And that is-why I would say for our
Eart. of the country, for rural America, we would have to oppose this

ill in its present form. : ‘

Senator HumpHrEY. Don’t you think the Governor would look
with favor upon grants to your rural multicounty agency.

Mr. HaRrDIN. Vgell, let’s say we just had the first example in the
Emergency Employment Act, and he did not, in Arkansas. We have,
a fine Governor, antd he happens to be from my district and has
known and worked with my district. But he saw his share of $2
billion out there to do something with. And as a human being he did
something with it. ‘

Now, we are getting around to the point of using some planning
and discretion on that fund. But the money had to be allocated so
quickly that they did it with improper planning on that particular
case. And I am saying, if he has to move that %ast, then any other
Governor would have to do the same thing. I am saying that long
range priorities are shoved into the background, and you tend to do
what is politically expedient at the time. I woulddo the same thing,
probably, were I in such a positron..

Senator HuMPHREY. ‘Is it possible that vou might have a Governor
who is very strong for your multicounty planning, and he would
allocate funds, and then you might get one next time that just
wouldn’t?

For example, as you know, there is one section of our State that is
diehard opposition to multicounty planning. It became a very serious
problem in the last election. .

Mr. Esara. Yes. And here is one point that you brought up earlier,
that the bill says that you will not get the same level of funding—
the same level will be permitted for the State as is presently being
Eermitted. We will be guaranteed that level, not more, but that level.

ut the regional commission and the metropolitan council are re-
ceiving the funds. Minnesota is designed into 11 regions, and there
are onf two operating, and we wou%d have to divide up our funds
if the level isn’t increased with the other nine regions, and thereby
reducing our share that we built up over_ the years with the Federal
agencies. And that is the main point. We cannot depend on the
Governors of our States to carry through. And if you put the power
of planning into the Governors office you take it away from the
local peopﬁs. And we are talking about local autonomy, let’s make
our decision at home, we don’t want it made in the Governor’s office
or the White House, we want it made at home. And this bill does
not allow us to do that,

Senator HumpHREY. Mr. Price. :

Mr. Price. Senator, in response to the question that you put to
one of the prior people testifying before you this morning, I think—
again to reiterate, the intent and purposes of cutting redtape and
streamlining the Government in revenue sharing, conceptually we do
favor—and I think that has been repeated tiree times here this
morning.
03-582—71-—pt. 6——1
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First of all, let me say that I think a better delivery system has to -
be made than is presently exemplified in 1612. And if nothin else,
at least make these plans that are called for in.1612 approvable by
both the legislative and executive branch of-State . overnment . and
not the executive branch only, at least make the elected official "at
the State level as responsible in the legislature uy thte chief executive
officer of the State, at least that before the committee ‘reports it out.

Senator HuMmpPHREY. Any other comments, gentlemen?

Mr. Harpin. Of course 1 would like to go on record as much pre-
ferring Senate 2223, because it does keep intact the delivery svstem
and suggest an expansion of a local delivery system. Unger this one,
Senate 1612, it is vague, it may well happen, but it doesn’t require
it to happen. - ~ , »

Senator HumpHrEY. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Is Mr. Whisman here now? ., :

Mr. Whisman, we welcome you to this subcommittee. Ypu are
the State’s regional representative of the Appalachivh H%gional
Commission. ,

STATEMENT OF JOHN D. WHISMAN, STATES REGIONAL REPRE-
SENTATIVE, APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION V.

Mr. Wursman. Yes, Sir. ‘ :

Senator Humpurey. We have been doing so much with Jegislation
around here. How is the Appalachian Regional Commission? Are
you still surviving? :

. Mr. Wrisuan. The Congress has just given us a vote in both the
Houses with only 30 votes lost.

Senator HumpHREY. I just wanted to get that clear. Because every
80 often somebody comes up to me and says, they abolished it, and
I say, T don’t think I'voted to do that. . )

Myr. Whisman. No, sir. .

Senator HumparEY. Thank you very much.

Mr. Waisman. In fact, thank you for your supporting action.

Senator HumpHrEY. Mr. Whisman, "do you have a prepared
statement?

Mr. WHisMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator HuMPHREY. Just go right ahead with your testimnony.

Mr. Waisman. All right. Ig will work along with the propared stkte-
ment and brief it as much as possible and give vou a chaneo for ques-
© tions. '

Senator HumpHRrEY. Thank you.

Mr. WHisMaN. The introductory comment I would like to make,
Senator, is that I am going to refer in my statement a fow times to a
delivery system that we use in Appalachia. It fits excellently upon the.
past testimony, because our systerh includes not just the multistate
commission, which is a State-Federal joint action compmission, but
throughout Appalachia we have organized, and we are the first large
area in the Nation to have organized, a svstem of multicounty dis-
. tricts such as these gentlemen describe. They are universal in the

Apspalachian region, '

enator HumpHREY. In all the Statos of the regional area?

Mr. WHisMAN. Yes, sir. .
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So in addition to a management office, working with the Governor
in the State at the traditional level, and the management function jn
" the executive office of the President, through OMB and the dgmestic
council, and so on, our system prov ides the two connections, the multi-
state commission between the State and Federal level, the multi-
jurisdictional local development distiict between the loc al and -State
levels. We have originated this district idea in the original Appla-
lachia Act.

Senator HumpHREY. And you work directly with thom”

Mr. Waisman. That is correct. They orlglnate plans and projects,
which then come throggh the State. Some projects originate with the
State. This arrangement is virtually a form of revenue sharing that
has been in action for 6 years. And it is to that major point that my
cormdiments are addresded.

Senator HumpHrEY. Let me get this clear in my mlnd What you
are sayving is that vour multicounty district, which is your State
regional planning opvrutlon originates projects?

Mr. Warsman. That is right.

Senator Humpurey. That is what we would call local londorshlp
Those multicounty projects then come up to the State planning level,
or to the Goverpor’s office level, is that correct?

Mr. Wrisman. That is correct. ‘

Senator HumpHrEY. And then from there they are coordmatod into
the regional-commission program?

Mr. Waisman. That 1s correct. And at the regional commission
the final State-Federal signoff meets the concern “of Congress in that
‘it has been said that those who tax should spend. I think the corollary
that maybe hasn’t been said, but I would indicate here, is that those
who have to provide the services should share in the determination
-of the spending. Now, we provide for an absolute 50-50 deublon at,
you might say, the Fodoml-Stute level.

The Federal cochairman, who is. ny Federal counterpart, and I
have offices through one door:

Senator HompeREY. Just like our Upper Great Lakes Commission,
the same thing.

Mr. WaisMAN. Yes, sir. Except that the Upper Great Lalkes Com-
mission-does not have a States’ office, und I think it is defic mnt in that
respect.

Senator HumpurEY. They have the Federal, the Governors, and
in(livi(lunl State representatives,

Mr. WHisMAN. Yes, sir. Qur Governors originally began the id¢n 0[
the muftistate commission. And in that process I wus serving

. assistant to one of the Governors, and as a chairman of all the rep e-
sentatives of the Governors. This was bn(‘k 10 or 12 vears ago. And so
when the Congress formed our commission they did not create this
office, but our Governors created it.

And they pay for it completely, 13 legislatures appropriate the cost
of my ofﬁce and 50 percent of the cost of the operation of the
commission.

Now, the onlv title V commission in the Public Works Economic
Development Act that has followed suit is, interestingly enough, the
Coastaf)lens in which three of our App&ln.( hian Governors are work-
ing in"two commissions. They also have established the Office of State

\
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Regional Representative. And this means that in a full time way the
States’ interest is provided for in wge partnership. The projects are
approved by the joint signature of the Federal cochairman and myself,

Senator Humperey. I would have thought that would be a ‘good”

way all across the country. The Ozarks doesn’t do it and the upper
Great Lakes -~ ‘ )

Mr. WHismaN. No, sit. They haven’t gotten to that yet. But I
think they. are considering it. b

Senator Humpurey. Go ahgad, Mr. Whisman.

Mrl Waisman. [ have described really the plice of my office in the
organization, which I thought might be of svmg importance.

Senator HuMPHREY. Yes, ¢ory much so. A

Mr. Wrisman. I ain not here, as I think yvou might understand, to
spesk for any or all of the Governors as to their particular views on
the [i)énding legislation. Rather, I will simply provide information
based on the fact that the Appalachian Regional Commission and its
program is specifically referenced and affected by the legislation.

Senator HumMpHREY. Where was that in the legislation?

Mr. WHisman. I have forgotten the section number.

Senator HumpHREY. | wili:ﬁnd it.

Mr. WhismaN. It provides that the comnmission will continue, but
it eliminates the programs. o«

The Governors on their own, have strongly stated their interest in
the application of the successful experiences of the A ypalachian
regionu{)dove]opment program to the désign of a nationsl program
to provide for a local-State-Federal partnership in program manage-
ment and for a developmental concept in pro{)lem solving in public
programs. This would provide a delivery system, if you will, such as
these gentlemen were discussing this morning, as a corollary to
revenue sharing.

As you know, but stated here as a basis for my comments, the pend-
ing legislation {)rovides authorization for continuation of the Appla-
chian Regional Commission but’ removes all of its program funds.
Appuarently, the intent is that these funds would be trans erred to the

{localitios through the revenue-sharing process with the
anticipation, further, either. (@) that the States might adapt the
allocation and use of such funds through the process now managed in
the Commission, or (b) that the Commission would simply be viewed
as & useful organization to assist the States and localities in the plah-
ning and management of programs, including those funded by revenue,
sharing. , . , o
* Althougly, the remaining information in these comments is based on
my own views and kpowledge, I think it is important that [ include
here a statement b_‘/pAppuluchian Governors made in a g\woting on
February 6, 1971: '

In his budget recommendations for fiseal 1972, the President has proposed the
consolidation of a number of programs, including those authorized under the
Appalachian Regional Development, Act, to form the basis for sharing Federal

- revenues with the State governments to support rural development revenue

4
o

sharing. ) . .
We all fully support the basic concept of federal revenue sharing—

And there the Governors emphasize the term concept—; ,
and we believe the Appalachian program has been one of the finest demonstrations

of how states and commuifities can make effective use of shared federal revenues. "

.
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In additian, we believe that the Appalachian local-state-federal partnership struc-
ture allows o ‘‘deeision sharing'’ mechanism which provides bencfits in the shared *
manadgement of many programs in a way not provided by revenue sharing alone.
Based on the suceessful Appaldchian experience, we will be pleased to work with
the administration in developing specitic recommendatiorfs for submission to
Congress. o

The President’s budget contemplates an extension of the Appalachian Regional -
Levelopment Aet— ‘

Which is now in effect—

to permit the continuation of the vital programs authorized under this legislation. -
We unanimously concur that the Appalachian act must be extended in order to

* gontinue work on the task for which the act was initially passed. We believe that
many of these tasks can be finished within four years, and therefore unanimously
recommend to the Presigent and Congress that the four year extension of the act
be approved. : .

I should say that ny referenge here to a national regional develog]-
nient program involves a specific plan which is now available from the

- "Governors and which I would be glad to present to your comrr%ttee

‘in written form'so that you can study it. .

The intent to continpe the Appalachian Commission in thaf’pen' ing
loggslution is appreciated by those interested in our program, but is
subject to questions which cannot be completely answered at this
time. This means, simply, that the mere continuance of the commission
mechanism does not assure the continuance of the program which has

'y recently won eyerwhelming support of both houses of Congress. The
question goes to the mechanisms invglved—the mechanisms very
. . 1nuch like those the gentlemen describedt here. .
" Whether the program could be continued is not a question of the
1 . desire of both Federal and State as well as local participants-in the -
# .program. The questions go to ‘the mechanisms wlgich make the Appa-
{n(-hiun program function as well as it does. o .

There is no certainty that jt would be possible for the State and

local recipients of the converted Appalachian funds, provided through

% . revenue sharing, to reassign these fands to the commiission or even to
program purposes and policies which they might voluntarily develop
through the commission. One of the reasons the commission mecha-
nisip works is that the cooperative effort of loeal, State, and Federal
ageneies can be joined in tLo commission for'the use of the commis-
sion's own funds in concert with the funds of individual agencies.
Candidly, in addition to the loss of incentive for participating in the
joint commission process, there would be sizable and complex problems
involved in being able to predetermine the combination of funds—
even including the flexible revenue sharing funds—once these funds”
were assigned to agencies whose mandates are controlled by separate .
functional policies and statutes. One of the vilues of the commission,
operating as a separate entity embodying joint policy decisions of
dovom.ors and. the President, is that the commission can work with
regular agencies to-combine funds available for their authorized pur-
poses and can add the commission’s own supplemntary funds to meet
special objectives for which funding is required in joint projects but
for which regular agency funds cannot be used:

It is the glue money that you hear about: I.am simply pointing out
that, while the idea of revenue sharing intends to make flexible funding
available, such funding in the States and localities is likely to be as-
signed by the Governor or legislature to regularly operating agency

'
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Er‘ogrmns. There would still be a neéd for a responsible mechanism to '
e able to utilize supplementary funding in order to uchiove“Iﬂw kinds
, -, of special developmental programing that has been achievec ithrough
" the Appalachian Commission. o
In addition, & major-capability of the.commissioh méchanism; not
basically provided for in revenue sharing, is-the abjlity of the indi-
vidual localities and States to achieve multijurisdictional and multis
State program policies usg well as anctual operating projects. .
[ wm saying that, in my own experience, if vou had Tural revenue .
sharing there would still be a need for the commission mechanism

. - with its own program funds as a corollary. This is the thrust of my ’
comiments. . .
: ¢ Senator HumparEY. In other words, what you are saving 1s that :

even-if all the other sectiong of S, 1612 were adopted, that the Ap-
palachian Commission should not only have its mechamsm but should
, also have its prograth funds that ar¢ provided in present legislation.
: Mr? Wrisman. Yes, sir. And I am going u little further than that, °
to suy-—ps I obviously wight to defend my own_prograr — please
. - don’t undo vur program by trying to move progressively Mlexible
revenue sharing, u céncept which we obviously have tried to demon-
strate heretofore. 1 am suggesting that your committee might well
study the concept in the Appalachivh gprograni, and you might find
e there the corollary delivery system which’ will perfect revenye sharing.
And you would have an-answer to the gentlemen who were Just here,
because in our system the State does not_have vontrol, the Federal,
- Government is willing to pass money down without what are ‘catled-
the nit picky guidelines, but the lomfpeopl(' also are given not just a
« free refh, "but a responsible way to orgunize -and plan. And these
gentlemen have, shown perfect examples in using the development
‘district as the way to make it happen. . .
. This is the thrust of what I amn saying. I would like to make just
one other point from- this stetement. @ o
In thinking about this for a long-time I have come to this con-
¢ clusion, anil Iwould like to point this out. There are three fundathental .
. national problems in mobilizing government to deal more effectively -
with the treatmenf of our problems. Oné is the need to redistribute
public revenue to assure more equitable proportion to support. State
and local government in their normal regular operations. This problem
X can be dealt with by general revenue shariitg or by some of the other

\

ideals like Federal assumption of a welfare program. )
But the redistributidon of révenue should 6t be viewed as a solution

to the ather two problems. » .
. The second problem which is the one on which T think we have
. " failed dn the 1960’5, 1s the need to provide an organization and poliey

-

~which will allow the agencies of afl three levels of Gpvernment to-
~function together, not separately, more effectively, both in the
, analysis of problems and in the selection of priorities and the design
. of action, °, ' ,
- Here I think the idea that I would suggest is a national regional
development program such as’'our Governors have endorsed.
: Finally, the third problem, once vou have this organization and a
-, redistribution of money, you netd a more effective prograin policy
to bring the money on target to the prioritics. Here' the word “devel-
. opment,” Senator, is the word we use as the kevstone. A simple

.
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definition of development muyst be understood® without modifiers ljke
. economic, or socinl.” Just the word “development,” is defined as a
process by which the people in an area selectively manage all resources
and institutions to achieve any intended change or growth. It is a
very simple definition. Because you don’t know which resource best
relates to the achievement of a given goal, vou must consider all of
them and set priorit es. ‘ .
~You don’t know which agency or which level of Govérnment .,3yaTm"_
best come to bear on ‘s local problem. And simply redistributing 44
-‘money-—money is'only one of our resources—uand- by simply re
tributing the money vou don’t get the final pnswer. Rt
. I'think that is enough of my written statement. L :
Senator HemparEY. All of your staterhent will be incorporated-in
the record. )
«(The prepared statement of Mr. Whisinan is as follows:)
Mr. WrismMan. oI am John D. Whisman, States regignal represent-
~ative Qn the Appalachian Regional Commission. The sAppalachian
*~ Regional Commission, established by action of the Congress and the
voluntary participation of 13 States, consists of a Federal cochairman,
who has an alternate, the 13 Governors each of whom has appointed
a State representative and an alternate, and the office of the States:
regional representative established and supported by the 13 Governors
to represent the States in the continuing policy management of the
Commission. The Commission has established an executive com-
mittee consisting of the FKederal cochairman, voting, the States
- regional representative, voting, and the executive director, nonvoting.

. ['am providing this statement to your committee to try to be helpful
. in your consideration of the rural revenue sharing legislation. It is not
my intention to speak for any=or all of the ‘Governors as to their
particular-views on the pending legislation. Rather, I will simply
provide information based on the fact that the Appalachian Regional
Commission and its program is specifically referenced and affected
by the legislation. » »

The Appalachian Governors, on their own, have strongly stated -
their interest in the application of the successful experiences of the
Appalachian regional development program to the design of a
national program to provide for a local-State-Federal partnership in
programn management and for a developmental concept in problem
solving in public programs. This idea ix, obviously, importantly.
.related to tf\e concept of revenue sharing, for which our Governors
have expressed general support. To my knowledge, Governors as n
group have not taken general positions in relation to the rural or
other special revenue sharing proposals and their individual views
swould apply. , ‘

As you know, but stated here as a basis for my comments, the pend-
ing legislation provides authorization for continuation of the Appa-
lachian Regional €ommission but removes all of its program funds,
Apparently, the intent is that these funds would be transferred to
the States and localities through the revenue sharing process with
the anticipation, further, either (a) that the States might adapt the
allocation and use of such funds through the process now mangged
in the commission, or (b) that the commission would simply be viewed
as a useful organization to assist the States and localities in the
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planning and managemefit of programs, including those funded by
revenue sharing. ‘ : ’

Although the remaining information in these comments is based
on my own views and knowledge, I think it is important that I include
here a statement by the Appalachian Governors made in a meeting
on February 5, 1971: ' '

In hig budget recommendations for Fiscal 1972, the President has ptoposed the
- consolidation of a number of programs, including those authorized under the
Appalachian Regional Development Act, to form the basis for sharing Federal
rgveuues{ with the SBtate ‘governments to support rural development revenue-
sharing. ,

We all fully support the basic concept of Federal revenue-sharing, and we
believe the Appalachian program has been one of the finest demonstrations of
how States and communities can make effective use of shared Federal revenues.
In addition, we believe that the Appalachian local-state federal partnership
structure allows a ‘“‘decision sharing” mechanism which provides benefits in the
shared management of many programs in a way not provided by revenue sharing
alone. Based on the successful Appalhchian experience, we will be pleased to
work with the Administration in developing specific recommendations for sub-
mission to Congress.

The President’s budget contemplates an-extension of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act to permit- the continuation of the vital programs authorized
tnder this legislation. We unanimously concur that the Appalachian Act must be
extended in order to continue work on the tasks for which the Act was initially
passed. We believe that many of these tasks can be finished within four years, and
therefore unanimously recommend to the President and Congress that the four-
year extension of the Act.be.approved.

The intent to continueé the Appalachian Commission in the pending
legislation is appreciated by those interested in our program, but is
subject to questions which cannot be completely answered at this
time. This means, simply, that the mere continuance of the commission
mechanism does not assure the continuance of the program which has
recently won .overwhelming support of both Houses of Congress. ...
Whether the program could be continued is not a question of the \
desire of both Federal and State as well as local participants in the
program. The 'questions go to the mechanisms which make the

... Appalachian program function as well as it does.

’ There 1s no certainty that it would be possible for the State and
local recipients of the converted Apg)alachia.n funds, provided through
revenue sharing, to reagsign these funds to the Commission or even
to program purposes and policies which they- might voluntarily
.develop through the Commission. One of the reasons the Commission
mechanism works is that the cooperative effort of local, State, and
Federal agencies can be joined in the Commission for the use of the
Commission’s own funds in concert with ‘the funds of individual
agencies. Candidly, in addition to the loss of incentive for participating
in' the joint C'ommission process, there would be a sizable and complex
roblem involved in being able to predetermine the combination of
}unds—oven including the flexible revenue-sharing funds—once these
funds were assigned to agencies whose mandates are controlled by
separate functional policies and statutes. One of the values of the
Commission, operating as a separate entbty embodying joint policy
decisions of Governors and the President, is that the Commission

can work with regular agencies to combine funds available for their .

authorized purposes and can add the Commission’s own supplementary .
funds to meet special objectives for which funding is required in joint
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.

projects but for which regular agency funds cannot be used. I am

gimply pointing out that, while the idea of revenue sharing intends to

make flexible funding available, such funding in the States and locali-

ties is likely to be assigned by the Governor or legislature to regularly
operating agency programs. %here would still be a need for a respon-

sible mechanism to be able to utilize supplementary funding in order

to achieve the kinds of special developmental programing that has

been achieved through the Appalachian Commission.

In addition, a major capability of the commission mechanism, not
basically provided for in revenue sharing, is the ability of the individual
localities and States to achieve multijurisdictional and multistate pro-
gram policies #5 well as actual operating projects.

I would simply call to your attention that, in an opinion based on
my own experience in 15 years and in the entire development of the
concept of the Appalachian program, there will still be a need for the
commission mechanism with its own program funds—along with gen-
eral sharing of revenue-—to achieve the unique and successful program
for which the Appalachian Cominission has established a reputation.

In 1970 in city and countryside alike, we find ourselves witnessing a
historic demonstration of the mismatch of people’s problems and the
public action taken to meet them. It was out of this kind of mismutch,
and the need to right it, that the Appalachian development program
concept grew.

In 1960, the Appalachian Region presented a classic case of the
failure of public programs—Ilocal, State,;or Federal-~to meet even the
most severe and high priority problems of people. In the way major
national problems concern us today, tthe “problem of Appalachia”
caught the Nation's attention then. With initiative for special action
growing in localities, the States of the troubled region united and
proposed to the Federal Government the creation of special policies, -
a partnership organization and a special program of comprehensive
regional development. In 1965, the national administration and the
Congress concurred and established the Appalachia program.

ithout question, the prime reason for this wilfingnoss of local,
State, and Federal Government to take unusual steps was the dramatic
need for help to the region’s people.

However, almost as important in gaining the agreement for action,

< was the nature of the innovative proposal for the Appalachian Regional
Commission—a new arrangement by which a wide variety of agencies

«in all three levels of government coulidl work together on such an

* ambitious scale—and for the comprehensive approach to overall pro-
gram investments focused on a strategy for development and growth.

Now, after 6 vears of experience with this new mechanism and
policy for public administration, those of us involved in the Appala-
chian Commission are carefully examining its workability. It is im-
portant we do so since it is under consideration and has just been
authorized for continuation by the Congress and because it is under
review by the Congress as a possible model for a national systemn of
decision making arrangements to deal more rationally and_ effectively
with the (-rit,i(-anroblvms and opportunities of the Nation in the 1970’s.

The Appalachian program began, i the 1960’s, as a svmbol of
problems. R’V(‘ think it has worked to become, in the 1970's, a symbol
of solutions.

-
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In the cotirse of current debutes on how to meet our complex prob-
lems, we are feeling a strong and searching spot light on the relative
funetions of local, State and Federal levels of government; on the
different agencies of the exccutive departmets of government; and on
the roles of the legislative, executive and judicial branches of govern-
ment along with that of the private sector. '

One of the chief probletis of all of these elements of the total public
decision process appears to be a simple lack of money. While there is
no question abont the current need for more ‘money at all levels, I
believe that this has focused perhaps too much attention on the ques-
tion of how to obtain more money, to the detriment of the qitestion of
how to spend public dotars in n way to actually solve priority problems.

The degree to which we can chunge our ability to solve problems by
adding dollurs obviously has some specifie limits. [ strongly believe
that—whatever are the upper limits n} dollars available— our ability to
expand the opportunities for solving problems can be developed far
more greatly {)y the improvements possible in our publie manageinent
processes for spending these dollars more effectively.

The point is that we cannot consider the problem of obtaining enough
public revenne separately from the question of how best to orgunize for
the expenditure of that revenue. We cannot consider the reorganiza-
tion ()fl the Federal Government separate to the questions of needed
reorganization for effective action in State and loeal governments. To

- go further, in today’s “national Nution,” we eannot consider ru!ul

problems separately from urban Ymbl(-ms; we cannot consider changes
n_public action without reevaluating new approaches required of
private enterprise and institutions and we eannot roperly consider the
problems of any special group in our society without considering the
means to develop greater opportunity through participation in the
making of that opportunity })_v all sectors of society.

The point is that, the complexity and severity of the problems we
want to see solved is such that they can be met only if there can be o
complete and efficient mobilization of the three lovels of government,
of both the executive and legislative branches, and of public and pri-
vate agencies. There are three fundamental national problems in
mobilizing government to deal more effectively with strategie treat-
ment of major problems, ’

L. The need to redistribute public refenne to achiere more équitable
proportion to support riable State and local gorernment in their
normal, regular operations.  This problem can be dealt with by
g(\l)(\rnf revéhue sharing or by .\'u(-l) other possibilities as Federal
assunption of welfure programs. But this redistribution of revenne
should not be viewed as a solution to the other two major
problems,

2. The need to proride an organization and policy best to allow
agencies of the three levels of gorernment to Junetion together more
eHectively, both in the analysis of problems and in the selection of
priorities_and program actions.*~An effective step toward this
organization and mobilization of all three levels of governient
cun be observed in the concept of the Appalachian progrant. This
idea could well be applied as a corallarv to general revenue sharing
through the establishment of a national regional development
program—uwith a transition period ofat least 1 year for it to go fully
Into action.

Q '
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3. The need to establish more effective program policies and actual
program design to relate public resources and public decision making
to the identification and treatment of priority problems in a practical
way.—(These problems- tend to be in g)r(md categories like
poverty, unemployment, environmental improvement, urban
development, et cetera, rather than in the narrow categories such
as health, education, transportation.) The “development policy”’
employed in the regional development concept provides an effec-

- tive new policy basig forzachieving this end. The Appalachian
experience has demonstrated that this concept can deliver public
decisions and public deflars on target to selected public problems.

In brief, the regions} development concept can ge applied to a
national program approach which will deal effectively with all three
of our strategic programs needs-—the sharing of resources and decisions;
the mobilization of the three levels of government for action; and
the design of special and concerted programs geared to major strategic

goals. &

In view of current concern with revenue sharin%{t must be stressed
that the regional development approach is not an alternative. Rather,
- the two approaches are compgtible- -and essential—corollaries if
we are to achieve an effective system of effective programs. But
this means, in my own opinion, that the benefits of general revenue
sharing should be added to the broad framework of public programs
without eliminating the effective level of funding for such a pro-
gram as the Appalachian program. This program™has not only
unique demonstration of the concept of sharing revenues but—in a
way superior to that of simpje revenue sharing-- it has demonstrated
decision sharing” as our Governors have said. Tt has brought
together the lavels of government, provided for practical joint pro-
grams by multiple agencies, pnd has mobilized concerted action on.
priority targeted pbjectives. "

T hope these comments are useful to your consideration and improve-
ment of the pending legislation. Before hearings of the Senate Public
Works Committee i@ consideration of the legislation authorizing the
Appalachian program; 1 have presented more detailed suggestions
on the application of the Appalachian program concepts to a national
development program and f can make this information available if
vou desire it. [ believe this could provide improvement in the use of
revenue sharing and would provide a management mechanism in
which the sharing of resources and dectsions could support action
geared to a balanced national development policy.

Senator Humeurey. We have Senator Allen with us.

Senator, do you have any questions you wish to ask of Mr. Whisman.

Senator ALLEN. T want to congratulate vou on your statement. [
have been reading it. T am sorry T was late. T have been tied up with
other matters. T am delighted that the Congress and the adminis-
tration has been inclined to allow the Appalachian Regional Commission
to continue. And T think that the points you have made regarding
its role certainly are well taken. RPN

I might say too that I feel that this is one Federal program,
among others, of course, that does have the wholehearted backing
of the people of the area that it serves,

Mr. QVHISMAN’. Thank you. . .

°
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Senator ALLEN. And we are real proud of the Appalachian Regional
Compnission. And we feel that the solutions that it has-offered to the
problems of the region, is the reason that the Congress and the
administration are willing to go ahead with this separate program
rather than to fold that into the rural revenue sharing.

The concepy of action by the Commission, its ability to handle
the matter on /a regional basis, and its use of funds on a regional bagis,
would seem t6 be one of the cardinal features of the plan.

You make the point that if this money does go to the local govern-
ments that there would be no assurance that they would reassign
it to the Commission. And obviously they might not. Because they
have other agengies that they might use money on. So I feel that the
important work of the commission, the role that it is erforming, has
been responsible for this attitude ot the part of the administration.

Your comments, of course, are confined only to the Appalachian
Rea'onnl Commission? '

Mr. WuismaN. Not exactly, sir. :

Senator ALLEN. Do you wish to comment on the other aspects?

Mr. Warsman. I will be brash enough to suggest, if I may, that
in addition to just how it affects our (%ommismon, I am saying that
in our region, through our program, we have a corollary delivery
sKstem that makes revenue sharing work. I would suggest that revenue
sharing, if enacted, would still need this kind of a delivery system

throughout the United States. So I am going a little further than just

to say, take care of our regign. I am suggesting that the regional
development program is not an alternative to revenue sharing. But
it i3 a necessary corollary. I think much of your testimony lias gone
to the need for a delivery system. We would ]yiko to preserve ours, but
we don’t want to keep 1t uniquely, we would like to see it come into
wider use throughout the Nation. S
Senator ALLEN. You would feel, then, that keeping the Appalachian
" Regional Commission out of the revenue sharing and going ahead and
enacting revenue-sharing legislation, that certain portions of that
program should be impﬁxmented through the facilities of the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission; is that correct? :
Mr. WHisMAN. Yes. )
Sen’z;tor ALLEN. That, then, would beef up the Commission, would
it not
Mr. WuismMaN. That is right; yes, sir.
Senator ALLEN. And have it performing a still larger role in this
/concopt of revenue sharing? ;
"~ Mr. WaismaN. That is correct. And our Governors, while the
support the revenue sharing, support this corollary as well. So it 1s
not, ! '

Senator ALLEN. On the rural revenue sharing, and the unfolding
of possibly a hundred existing programs, what assurance is there that
these programs would be carried on with money placed in the hands
of the local governments.

Mr. Waisman. T think, sir, if my suggestion were followed, that
this delivery system be set as a corollary to revenue sharing—and [
mean as corollary to general revenue sharing as well as the special
programs. You would have to look realistically to the experience of
the Appalachian program in the last 6 years, and ask the question
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whether we have delivered on target to the things we were charged
to deliver on; whether we have done that efficiently, and whether we
have been responsive to our local people.

And if the answer to those is yes, as we think it is, then I think
you would have found a corollary here. :

Senator HumparEX, What is the poiut, though, if you take these
special revenue-sharing funds and put them over in the office of the
(’}ovornor, if that is what you are really doing, is there any assurance
that these programs will be carried out. '

Mr. WHisMaN. No, sir; not in my opinion, because the Governor
is subject to working with the State legislature, and the local mayors
are subject to working with their councils, and you would have great
difficulty in seeing, for instance, a national development policy come
into being, because there is nothing about revenue sharing by itself
that assures the joining of the interests and the resources and the
ideas of all three levels of government. .

Senator ALLEN. This money that the ‘local governments would
goet, having been spent on otimr needs, would there not then be a
demand that these existing programs be reinstituted, and we would-
have to go back to them as wolﬁrl amn speaking of all programs that
are now popular with the public and now have public support.

Mr. Waisman. You pose there of course tllle key problem that
vou gentlemen are wr('st}ing with in the CCongress of the {Jn_itod States.
In the 1960’s this was a response by the ggngress to a great many
needs. But the tendeney of the first response inevitably is to provide
a program for a stated need. So you have many programs.

Now, there is obviously a need for consolidation, for review, and
for & means to give both flexibility and functional focus to these
programs. I am inclined to doubt tliat that can be done by fiat in a
piece of legislation. But yvou can set a systein for deing this, in which
the local people are not given carte blanche, the Governors are not
given the money to do with as they would, the Congress, a Federal
agency, doesn’t take the money and write the guidelines fight to the
nth degree, but all of “these must work together, thev must come
forward and present to the Congress a plan tﬁut states the objectives,
and as it happens in our program, 1 vear in advance of the spending

sof the funds the plan must be demonstrated by a state of the projects.

We don’t settle for a plan. OQur States and localities come forward
and say, next vear the noney we anticipate being available will be
spent for these projects for this reason, because of our plan.

"Now, I think ypu would get the purposes, sir, of the programs that
vou have enacted this way, and vou would have to go through a
period of watching to see this action take place.

[ think that the word “transition” is extremely important. Both
revenue sharing and the enactment possibly of a national delivery
system of this .f(in(l would require a year of working, and yvou would

‘ have the existing programs instead of consolidating them into rural
’ revonue sharing. _ , ‘
If you could gglis much further you leave them in. But you

would allow ther egin to be managed by this system, the agency.
And as you wat{@l tﬁat happen you might then convert some of
those programs t& a more flexible form, if vou were assured that the
purpose for which the program was epacted would be served by this
system. I think it would be. :
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Senator ALLEN, Your suggestion, then,
counter to the ¥oncept of revenue sharing, w
these programs -te sink or swim subject to the
the local governments. Is that not right, to plady
hands of the local governments and allow the \
portions of the existing programs that they approXg of, and to plow
1t into other peograms, not necessurily the very salje ones they see
fit to employ or support? )

Mr. WHisMaN. To try to give you u specific answgr, my feeling
14 that that would not necessarily be productive, as Yeferenced for
in the rural revenue sharing program. A\

Senator ALLEN. Yes. But vour suggestion is exactly {
of what the present concept is, is that not right?

Mr. WHisman. Of rurul revenue sharing 1t is different .t
hesitate to say it is absolutely.

Senator ALLEN. (‘,(msi(l('mi)l‘v different. )

" Mr. Warsman, Yes; beeause T would see in transition a timA\when

these programs might be amalganatc
Senator ALLEN.

-

uld go just exactly
:h would be to leave
‘hims and wishes of
the money in the
to support those

¢ opposite

p

would

\

«into a different system)
It sall leaves the Foderal Government haty
and final control over whether the program is institnt
whicreas this concept allows the local governments to tletermine it.

Mr. Wirisaan. That is right. '

Senator Autez. And the possible abandonment of a nuwber of
existing programs, such as the popular and successful Appalachian
program.

Mr. Warsvan. Yes, sir. [ think that withont a transition, and
without a delivery system, both the local people and everybody
would have trouble making that transition from undoing n program
to starting a new way to manage it. And the refson | say I am not
necessarily counter, I suggested a transition, that if general revenue
sharing were enncted, and-as a corollary you created tlis delivery
system, you leave rural revenue sharing alone as proposed in them,
andd then see how to fit it in after you have done the other two. ‘

Senator ALLeN. The State, though, would not be interested in

plowing the money into an Appalachian commission if they were not
assured of ¢

etting that sume money or more back into their.State,
would they?

Senator ALLEN. So it would be pretty hard (o see how you could
act as a deltvery vehicele.

,\ Mr. Wisman. That is realisticaly correct; ves, sir.
1

!

|

must bé used in what is called sup-
\1 plementation.

O
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. Mr. WiismaN. Unless wo had program
trof our program funds, of course,

funds of our-own. And all

- Senator ALLEN. That, then, in essence means the beefing up of
i Appalachia, isnlt that right? ‘

U Mr. WhisMaN. Yes, sir.

!~ Senator ArLLEN. Thank you.

Senator Humpurey., Mr. Whisman, I think your discussion has
ibeen very helpful to us. It coneentrates on what we heard just a
few minutes. ago from Mr. Esala, Mr. Hardin, and Mr. Price. The
Wwhole thrust of it is that S. 1612 plaees full discretion in the hands of
the Governor as to what will be done with the funds that are con-
golidated. You are suggesting that you start with your multicounty

i
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planning units, which are then coordinated with the States, and then
coordinated with your regional cominission (Ap}m]achia), this ap-
proach provides for programing the proper use o funds—with local
m-put—as to how the planning will proceed.
( Ar. WarismaN. That is correct. "
Senator HumMpHREY. S0 you are trying to get the best of two worlds.
Mr. Waisman. Yes, sir. And tfmt, would give you a delivery ,
system which, when put through revenue sharing, would allow you
to approach the management of many programs that here are simply
pulled together without the delivery system. ) .
Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much, Mr. Whisman. I
api)reciute it very, very mnuch. : '
want to thank you for your help with respect to the rural coalition
matter too. .
Mr. WaismaN. Thank you very much. And I congratulate you on
that case. I?
- Senator Mumpurey. Mr. Wax, we were going to have you testify
this afternoon. But since we are here, would you like to come forward.
Mr. Ray Wax is president of the National Association of Farmer
Elected Committeemen, from Newman, Il

And [ remember speing you here not long ngo. I am happy to see
Y

you here again.

’

STATEMENT OF RAY WAX, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF FARMER ELECTED COMMITTEEMEN, NEWMAN, ILL.

Mr. Wax. This is Mr. Ernest Wilhelm, my national secretary, and
Mr. Robert Koch, Jr., who is an official with our group.
Senator Husmpurey. And Senator Allen is here with us too.
Procoed, Mr. Wax, with>whatever you have in mind.
Mr. Wax. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
Ray Wax of Newmen, Il First, [ am a farmer and operate 640 acres
dovoted to corn, soybeans, and registered shorthorn eattle. Second, 1t
is my privilege to be chairman of the county ASCS Comumittee to
which position I have been elected by the farmers of Douglas County.
Third, it is my high honor to be president of the National Association
of Farmer Elected Committeemen. [ know all members of the subcomn-
mittee are aware of this, but for the record I would like to point out
that there are approximately 8,400 county committeemen and 100,000
community committeemen elected in the 2,800 counties where our
Nution’s farm_programs are administered. Our association covers 31
States and will soon include all 50 States. Our membership is made
up of present und past connty and community committeemen that
have served farm programs. We have two mam objectives aml that
is for a sound farm program to first benefit rural Americans and
second to be of value to all our citizens. ' T
It is a pleasure for me to testify before this distinguished committee
today and 1 am proud to know this group of men represent so great
an interest in the Nation’s agriculture. Therefore, I count you as a
friend of ny industry. I am sure this committee is cognizant of the
severe economic plight that is facing the American farmer. To dwell
on this topic with facts would consume all my allotted time, there- -
fore, T hasten to the subject of revenue sharing.
¢ a
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EMC 4 () Q L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

| |




o

60

We as an association of men who are the closest to the farmer and
his program participation are opposed to the administration’s revenue
sharing proposals. %?Vo oppose L()th the general revenue sharing pro-
»osal, which is currently pending before the committee, as well as the

ills on ““special” revenue sharing that are pending before other ]eé};-r
lative committees. Although the administration’s revenue sharing pro-
posals were submitted to Congress in seven separate bills they are
interrelated in such a way that it is unrealistic to discuss them in
isolation from one another. Furthermore, the administration’s pro-
posals for reorganization are related to and inseparable from revenue

sharing.

As Igtr'nvel this great Nation and confer with governors of States and
mayors of our great cities I find their greatest need is additional money
to satisfy the demands of their people and for the services they request.
In taking my position I recognize the plight of the cities in meeting the
fiscal crisis that is upon thei; but { feel alternate solutions to this
crisis can and should be adopted. Revenue sharing, I think, is the
wrong way to accomplish fiscal relief and reduction in “administrative
redtape.” I am sure that just additional funds remitted to the various
States will eventually be deterimental to my farm people.

Mr. Chairman, I think revenue sharing is {)u(l in principle beeause it
diminishes the progressive role of the National (J}()vornmont in our
political system. [ am proud to state over the past several decades this
country has made progress in so many fields due to teadership of our
National Government. ®

Basically, Mr. Chairman, T feel the conservation of our greatest
natural resources, our land, streams, and forests, which has been
directed by a national policy through the US. Department of Agri-
culture with the AC'P and now the rural environmental assistance pro-
gram, would bg jeopardized by the adoption of a “no strings attached”
revenue-sharing system. Funds appropriated by the Government and
matched by th¢ participating farmer have been instrumental in saving
our fertile soff, controlling our water supply, increasing our forest
acreage, devéloping our recregtional areas llnr an ever increasing urban
demand, and at the sume\tj;:: producing the most abundant food
supply at the best relative price of any nation in the world. These
above-named funds have never been adequate for this most construc-
tive agricultural program. At times in the past, and even today, men
have doubted the necessity of maintaining these great resources by
unwarranted requests for reduction of Yunds or a complete elimination
of the conservation program. In fact, at present, I understand there is
an impoundment of funds in many States where conservation is badly
needed. Under the revenue-sharing proposals, the basic conservation
plan of our Nation’s farms, streams, and forests, could be put aside, at
the discretion of the individual States, by men who do not understand
conservation. Ttis doubtful that the urban dominated State legislatures
will be very concerned about rural development. With the proposed
elimination of the ACP-REAP, many ASCS county offices could be U
closed. And remember, these offices administer price support, acreage
control and many other programs in addition to ACP-REAP. Let me
remind you that the ACP-REAP is the only Federal agricultural pro-
gram that exists in every county across our Nation. Office closing
would eliminate the ongoing staffs which in the past have handled the
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emergency drought program, rural civil defense, and even today are
the ones designated to answer questions at the cl.‘ural level about the

administration’s waie price freeze.
r

I know that workable alternatives to revenue sharing will come
forth from this committee and will be approved by Congress. I am
concerned for my people, the farmers of this Nation who are beirs
forced from the lands beceiise of a lack of net farm income. I do grant
that reorganization of our USDA could be justified in the eyes of our
farmers so that the people of this Nation would know what services are
coirectly charged to the Department. However, in the words of the

eat Abraham Lincoln who came from the rural area of my home
State of Illinois and respectfully stated “A Nation cannot stand
divided ” therefore in respect to this dynamic leader I cannot see the
Department of Agriculture divded to fall prey to those who would
destroy farm programs. '

My life has been spent in agriculture and for my people to go without
a sound farm program and the loss of the Departmnent would be in
comparison to going to the Capitol to catch a bus to the moon with a
Holiday Inn reservation awaiting vour arrival. President Nixon said
in Illinois, “When you stop trying to be No. 1 you admit defeat
as an individual.”’ As that individual today I humbly requea$ you
to keep the Department of Agriculture and to help improve and
maintain the conservation of our Nation’s greatest industry by your
distinguished leadership. .

Senator HumMPHREY. er. Wax I gather from vour testimony—which
was not too difficult to understand it is rather pertinent and concise—
that you oppose S. 1612.

Mt Wax. We do form the standpoint of returning the funds and
with a no-strings attachment back to the State government.

Senator HeMPRREY. And while we are not discussing the matter here
today nor do we have jurisdiction over the legislation relating to the
consolidation and elimination of the Department of Agriculture I
gg.ther from the thrust of yvour remarks tEat you are not in favor of
that.

Mr. Wax. Mr. Humphrey, I couldn’t come to Washington today
and represent the eopie back on the farms across this Nation, the
greatest industry of our Nation and say that I would be in favor of
doing anything to eliminate th¢ Department of Agriculture. We talk
about revenue sharing; we talk ugout values; we talk ‘about the
economic plight of my people and the loss of 52 cents a bushel today
of corn, on 5 billion bushels. So if you would go by the figures that
people smarter in the economic field hand down to us and multiply
this figure by sewen times the effect it has on our economy is $21
billion in purchasing power.

I think this is one of the greatest things to help rural America and
all the people. & : :

Senator HumpareY. I was down to Worthington Minn. Saturday.
It is in the corn and soybean area. And we used to raise a lot of turkeys
down there not as many as now but we have what we call a turkey
day. And %hile there I learned that the price of corn has been just
plommeting downward. What is happening in Illinois?

Mr. Wax. You remember when% was here 2 years ago asking to
put-a price support under corn a dollar and 8 cents a bushel. And
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finally T said we in agriculture could get along with no price support -

if industry could get along with no minimum wage. Now corn ranges
from 91 to 96 cents a bushel.

Senator HumpHRrEY. Isn’t it interesting that you can have that drop
in corn prices, and when I pick up the morning paper there is not one
thing in it about that problem. That is a fact. The largest newspaper
in the United States, t[')m New York Times. If it were to carry a story
about agriculture it would probably get two lines hidden somewhere
probably in the want ad section. o
Now, that drop in corn prices in my State is worse than any amount
of unemployment or any amount of inflation to our economy. I mean
if you really want to talk about what is hitting the people of Minnesota.

. But you know the poor farmer—I just go beserk about this half -the '

time—nobody seems to care. It ‘doesn’t even get a little notice. If
wages drop 10 percent tomorrow wmorning, that would be a banner
headline. .

If profits of industry were to drop 5 percent, or the market were to
go down 10 percent, everybod would get excited. But the farmer takes
this whipping and they just f:)ok at him and say, well, how are you
doing? And %saw the other day where the President indicated with
respect to our foreign trade that somebody said there might be some
© retaliation, because of the 10 percent import surcharge and he ap-
parently said, well, I think the fafiner can take that. Well, how much
can you take? I thought we ought to get this in the record today too.
I don’t think there is 10 people In Washington outside the Department
of Agriculture and a few Mcembers of Congress that knew that corn
prices have been going down the drain. i

Mr. Wax. It is a sad situation in the rural communities of this
Nation.” These people do not know what to do. They have never
walked in a strike line, they have never refused, or turned down the
production that their country demanded of themn In war or peace.
I am most proud to represent this group of people, and I'am the
closest to them. I could give you some facts of pricing. Mr. Connally
recently stated, to set the price of a product you establish the profit
to that industry. This is true in agriculture.

I agree with you, across this Nation economists feel that farmers
and farm families don’t understand the difference between a dollar
corn and a dollar-and-a-half corn. '

And if you ure going to stﬁy in farming today you can’t be that
gullible and continue furming. A man close to me, releted his futher
spent $19,000, for & 170-acre tract of land. This young man just spent
$24,000 for & combine. He is going to try to do his work and some
custom work of his own to pay for this machine. Industry i§ going
to have to realize that the farmer has got to have money to buy the
equipment they are building. .

And we are certuinly proud of our world trade: We are going to
have to look into this surcharge. And I am sure thet there was op-
position met—>Mr. Connally iz meeting overscas with European
nations—and if we lose the 1 acre out of 4 that is exported, this
Nation is going to be dragged into a depression & lot worse even than
in 1932; 1 am old enough to remember that one when I helped milk
23 cows by hand to help pay the farm hand. And we hoped the mail-
men ddn’t bring us another bill. Jo I understand this.
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. Senetor Humeuerey. Senator Allen, when I was home down in
. Nobles County, the southwest part of our State—it is beautiful down
there, it is réally the most fertile seetion of our State—1 was told by
the editor of the paper, Mr. Vance, that in the lust 5 years, 200 farm
families from that county have left. And the rite of « isv,pfmumnve is
up now. I talkéd to ferm families and individual fermers. T was there
Saturday from néon to about 3:30. And 1 had one.man after another
come up to me on this corn price problem. And they are just beside
themsellves.

We don’t feed all that corn down there, even though we do feed o
lot of it. Much of it goes into the merket. And then we have this
problem of storage. You know that the Depertment of Agriculture
has ordered out of farm storage the 1967-68 corn crops. And we lack
sufficient terminal storage space to accumulate it. What is happening
is a flooding of corn on the narket, and a driving down of prices again.

* And this is yet another blow to the farm praducer. ‘

Well, thet is ff this bill, but by gosh it really bothers me. I tame
back here terribly depressed. The finest. ])eo‘)le that I know in these
areas had just taf(en a whipping, an iperedible whipping.

Mr. Wax. They ure leaving the farms. N

Senator HumpHREY. I don’t know how we get attention down here.
I understand how sgmebody feels when nobody listens to his plea.
Because they come tznme when I am home as they come to you, and
I sort of look at themn with & tear in my eye, and I don’t know quiteé
what to do. In fact, T was told the other day when I'wrote a letter to
the Department of Agriculture about this corn situation that they
weren’t even going to answer it. When 'l found out whut they said
I told them I will deliver the next one to them personally snd wait for

, BN answer. >

Mr. Wax%. Can I give you a prediction about what is going to
happen. I think that"unless this Nation realizes what these peaple
have to have to stay on the farm we ure in trouble. I have talked in 10
or 15 States in the last 15 months—I think I have had audiences
average 200 people and only three men under 30 years of age were in °
attendance. If they wdant to go to corporations, let them look at the
record. Sure a farm family is getting the best returhs over a corpora-
tion, because Mom and the kids drive tractors and haul the grain in
and try to help make a living. But I am bringing a 27-vear-old son,
back in my own business, and he is looking with apprehension about
retirement benefits and pensions, and Yo forth, that are not on the
farm today. And if you look at the farms today, sotfie people drive by
from the city and say, the air is clean, and there is new equipment
sitting out here—1I served on the FHA board for 3 years,.and I can tell
you about some of the indebtedness of these young men, and unless
the crop price is changed you have no way to pay for the investment
in machinery and land. - _ :

You have two alternatives. Destroy these people when they drop
with indebtedness, or else you give them something that they can live
bz and keep producing as they have for this Nation. Or the thind
choice, someday when the farmer says, this-is it, there will be no
milk, or no meat wil come to market. When you have got a 24-hour
supply of milk, a 7-day supply of red meat, then this is something

¢ . ~
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important. I hope it never ¢omes to a food strike, because my people .
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are not that kind of people.” _ ‘ : ,
Senator HumpaREY. I am going to have to -depart. But Senator -
Allen is here; arid ha is the best friend the farmer has. And I am going . -
to put him in charge. ' _ _
enator ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairmen. ; o
" Senator HumparEY. You may want to zﬁﬁ\these gentlemen a
uestion. . o
4 Senator ALrLEN (presiding). Mr. Wax, I gather, then, that you do ’
not feel that the rural revenue sharing proposal as advanced by the

A

administration is in the best interest of the farmers.

~ upon them to put in money in’other places. And

.~ Mr. Wax. If wego upon the past record, as your distinguished -
chairman said here, the recognitian given farm people, I know from
personal expetience, there are greater demands, greater cries for this .
money. And to go back to salve the pollution or the conservation plan  ~
-of this Nation, I am sure that Governors are going to have greater pull - -

then too I'look at the ™
source from which this money is coming. Todby in Illinois we look
down 10 rowTa quarter of a mile and we lay a $20 bill on it for taxes. I -
don’t know how our farm real éstate can carry muth more from the
"stangdpoint of taxation. L . :

Senator. ALLEN. Would this program as advanced by the adniinis- -
tration put all of the money provided for these bxisting*programs in the
hands of the respective States with only broad classifications as to
their use #ind disbursement? : ! ! - -

Mr. Wax. I don’t daubt that this would be the way—I don’t think
anyone is intelligent enough today to foresee 10 years, as we set up
revenue 'sharing, to see in 10 years time the need that is going to be -
Rere. Who'saw 7 years ago the effort that-is being put into pollution -
now with Mr. Ruckelshaus? I met with him in the White House in  *
March. Who knew what this program was ioin to demand upon the
'geople of this Nation? And you know what their budget is. Who knows

ow much more our urban demands are going to be? So I think it is |

~ something that ﬁ)su' would have to agree with.

But imless this rhoney was. earmarked for certain programs—-
and - this'is why there are many people that take issue with farm °
programs—but I think they have been directed at the best possible
solution that could be found at the present time., : .

v A.nid I compliment Secretary Hardin on trying to bail this country’
¢ out H

we would have had the loss in our corn crop that we had a°

one. {J
ave. ° , > .
And now to come in for such a-price drop and loss of income,

"year }x(gg; I don’t want to think where our food prices would have

farmers tried to produce this ¢rop for this Nation, and .they ~ *

T think there are some other people that owe the responsibility for -
. this abundance. ‘ ' '

When I planted my corn crop, Mr. Allen, this spring I just kind of A |
had, a little talk with the Maker wondering what would be there this -
fall, because I saw the stacks fall and the’ears not develop last.year. <
Through the Midwest, 2 weeks of cool weather with the kind of seed-
corn that we had to plant, has done mueh to save this Nation’s most
important feed grain. - .
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Senator ALLEN. Would this revenue-sharing program put the
various on-going programs at the merc of the respective States?
Mr. Wax, Unless there was an order from the Federal Government
with specific guidelines, I don’t think we in agriculture would have any
right/ to expect it. . ’
Senator ALLEN. The legislation does provide broad general classi-
fications, but not specific programs. But it put the various existing
programs in a wild scramble at the State levels'to try to obtain for
their particular program & continuation of their funds. Is that correct?
Mr. Wax. I don’t doubt that this would be true. I have heard
testimony here from other groups, ‘people on land develo ment,
~ and people on extension, and the Last gentlemen you had here—
you: have tried to obtain a voice for agriculture in the past year.
1 sort of realize where-the farm people might come upon this totem
pole, so_to speak. I had a conference swith nfy Governor of Illinois.
And he promised me through the director of agriculture that they
would make every possible means to see that these funds were directed
_ in this fashion. S ‘ L . .
"I am not opposed to.change. Our obligation has changed. And our
‘method of production has changed. I am not opposed -to this, but I
am opposed to seeing the sale bills appear.in our papers and the people
- disappearing from the farm as they have: - - . -
Senator ALLEN. Do you know of any agricultural programs that
" the administration, that the Federal Government now has that should
be abandoned? : o
Mr. Wax. Of the total outlook upon the agricultural program that
_the administration fosters today I think-the definition of what each’
program does for this Nation—maybe not the elimination of the pro-
gram but at least to take an explanation to the people of this Nation
so that they have an understanding of what is being done for them
and if it should be charged off to the agricultural department. I can
quote you many ‘rticles of what is being charged off to farm programs
and it has made agriculture look bad in this Nation to a group of people
who have no way, really organized way, to fight back. I name you your
school lunch program. And I name you your medat inspection program.
These are all necessary services .the same as transportationr in the
cities. But they should not be required costs on the raw products of
the farm people. Sir I have a question. As you understaiid, the present
wage price freeze, the raw commuodjty is not frozen. The product to :
‘the consumer is frozen. Does that mean that where our price has varied
on corn over the past year from $1.54 to 89 cents at its low—ihat
will we have to ¢onsider as a fair price?—This is a different subject
but T would like vour distinguished “opinion—where will our price
be set on this? Ho we need a group of people today who run our price
up and down or will it be frozen at a level so that I know when I
put a crop in the ground and this gentleman from Migsouri with me
that we will have a certain price for our commodity? '

1

Senator ALLEN. This ia a question I suggest that you direct to
Secretary Connally. I feel that he would be the man to answer that.
1 raight state that the President’s promise is that the feeeze is going
to go off on November 15. And it i§ not supposed to apply to agricul-
_tural products the farm produce. .
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Mr. Wax. Could I leave this impression with this committee, that
I am not here looking for—that I am not, here looking for $4 soybeans
and $2.50 corn. Bpt% am looking for the welfare of farm people who
will keep an industr going that some people’ have forgotten. When
I left World War II corn was $1.18 g busixel_ and I could buy that
tractor outfit for $2,800. '

I just rode out here with a machinery executive from Illinois on the
plane. And that will cost me $11,000 today, to buy this same equip-
ment. And corn is 96 cents. :

Senator ALLEN. Now "under the rural revenue sharing program I
notice you seem particularly interested in the APC rogram, that is
the  rural environmental assistance program, -which is net widely -

. known by that name. There would be no assurahce that this programn
would be econtinued would there, if the administration’s rural revenue
sharing bill were passed? :

Mr. Wax. This is the way I understand the proposed Imeasures
there would be no assurance. ~ , )

Senator ALLEN. The same would be true with the various other -
specific programs now being funded by the Fegderal Government.

Mr. VeAX- You see the farmer matches 50 percent the funds that
are given. *

Might I just for the record give you a statement from the Stato of
Oklahoma. The annual investinent need in conservation in the State.
of Oklahoma is estimated at $78amillion. The 1971 REAP allocation
was $4,588,000, about 6 percent of the total need. I sm sure you are
faniiliar with Jamie Whitten and his work that he has done for this
and 1 am sure that you are familiar with the efforts that the farm
people want to make for the control of the streards and the pollution
of the air. There are a lot of people today that don’t know that a
hundred bushels of corn to the acre tukes up 8 tons of carbon dioxide
and puts back in 7 tons of oxygen and I think that this pollution
program,should be directed back in the rural areas to the ACS Office
which is established and handled by people who know furm regulations
and farm law and who are willing to cooperate with the Federal
Government, and I would make this recommendation.

Semator ALLeEN. There is no assurance, though, that the ACS
programn would even-be carried on?

Mr. Wax. That is right.

Senator ALLEN. Do youw think it wise to-abandon or allow the
abandonment of these tried and true and well-proven programs?

Mr. Wax. No, sir; I would like to say that I have seen no finer
group of program people as I have served 17 vears on g county
committee. In the many years that*I have served I haye heard unfair
eriticisins, and I read you stories here this morning of a hundred
thousand committees. T am sure there are probably people right in
this roorn at this moment who say: Look at this number of people
who are on the Federal payroll. Let me tell you—and I am sure this
gentleman on my right hand .here will agree with me—that some
of these men have not served one day for pay, but they have still
?one out and worked on their own time and given their time to
arm program work for their Nation. ) .

So, when I speak of nuTbers this has been an abbreviated fact by
many. writers, but when 4 come to these situations where just fust.

. T
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week in the local paper in Champagne-Urbana, a town of 40,000
people, a university community, where you had a newspaper reporter
who reported-—how would you like to have a new sidewalk put in?
How would you like to'have a new roof put on, or maybe a drive to
your garage, or something else, with the Government paying half
the expense? He was speaking of a plan whereby the farmers in that
community matched the funds of the Government. I wonder if you
can find anyplace else in this country where people in an industry;
at the price they are receiving for their efforts are matching Federal
funds 5050 to get a job done.

Now, go back to your county committees, these men, as I said
prior, have seen their offices develops have seen management and
service come to farm people and rural communities and urban people
who share in these programs. I have never seen any group of people
make the improvement in their conduct, in their ability to handle the
job, as I have in the ACSS offices across the Nation.

One other comment: I sat with the Secretary of Agriculture and a
distinguished group of farm people in January and February, after he
took office, and I know that this man has tried to give the farmers of
this Nation the right to produce, and I compliment him. I could not
appear before this committee without saying he has made a fine effort
to bring forth this Nation’s production. I sat with him in some lonely
hours a year ago when, if he had failed and gotten a 3-billion bushel
eorn crop this year, what chaos we would have been in. Again, I thank
the good Lord that: this did not happen to farm people so that we
could have had this kind of poor production to impress upon the people
of the Nation how bad things can be. Everyone is the farmer’s cus-
tomer. No other group in America can claim this distinction. Even a
person today in the Eospital bed taking glucose still is a farmer’s
customer. .

Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wax. I appreciate you
gentlemen coming and appeunring before the committee.

Senator Louise Leonard, please.

STATEMENT OF HON. LOUISE LEONARD, MEMBER, WEST VIRGINIA
SENATE, HARPER’S FERRY, W. VA,

Mrs. LEonarp. We are interested in this bill in West Virginia and
elsewhere. I have my statement which I have prepared for distribution,
and I want to testify in favor of this bill, 8. 1612. I want to support
this, and I speak to you as a senator from 'the 16th senatorial district
of West Virginia, Wi)i(‘h is an agricultural area. I represent six rural
counties in the eastern panhandle of the State. ‘ .

I am also the president of the planning commission of one of those
counties, and so I have worked closely with these Federal programs. -
Consequently, I appreciate the section of thé bill that calls for the
consultation and coordination with the units of lecal government.

I believe that State government should have a primary role in this
historic revenue-sharing program, and would like to add that I strongly
support the stand taken by the National Legislative Conference, the
National Conference of State Legislative Leaders and the National
~ Society of State Legislators, that %llmds should be channeled from the
Federal Government, thx:;g_h State government to county and local
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ﬁo,vemment, and under no circumstances should State government be
ypassed in the distribution of funds under the revenue-sharing
program. : .

The overall plan for rural development, ‘and revenue-shering to
schieve it is excellent. We are wll nware that the current need for
certain public facilities and utilities in our small towns, in our cities
and in our counties is greater than that which can be supported by
collection of loeal taxes. For many yeers the American taxpayers
have watched while millions of dollars have gone overseas to assist
the underdeveloped nations of the world. It is time now that a greater
portion of our tax dollars be sllocated to assist the underdeveloped
areas of Ameries. t

No one can fault a bill designed to inerease employment, invest-
ment and incomes, to improve public service und facilities, to stem
out migrution, to promote conservation, to improve educnationsl
facilities, law enforcement, housing and health fecilities, -and trens-
portation. These are all within the wreas where people look to their
government for ussistunce. This trend during recent vears has led to
the development of so many wssistance programs that duplication of
effort hes resulted and loeal leaders have grept «tifficulty in finding in
our burcaucracy the agency which handles the speific programs for
their needs. .

I believe that to combine meny of these programs, as the President
has suggested, under the Rural Development Revenue-Shering Act
is"certainly a step in the right direction to enable loeal leaders to find
their way through the maze of programs currontly offered.

The purt of the bill to which l]()l)j(-vt. however, 15 the seetion desling
with the extewsion service. [ oppose this section of the bill, beeause
S. 1612 does not allow for continuity of the extension program as
people participating in it now know the program. At present Foderal
funds under the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 go to land grant colleges.

[n our State, West Virginin University administers the program.
The State matehes these funds and counties contribute to the exten-
sion [)ro;:rmn. In Jefferson County where 1 live, population wpproxi-
mately 20,000, we have 20 4 H clubs with sbout 400 members; we
have 100 0p 12 homes demonstration clubs with about 300 members.
We have one full-time county agricultural agent, one 4-H agent,
ana one part-time home demonstration agent. The Jefferson County
commissioners provide office spuce, phone und travel expenses.

Participunts in the present extension grograins urge that prograums’
continite to be admimstered by the land grant colleges becruse this
has worked so well since 1914 and hos freed the programs from the
politics in which they could become involved should the system be
changed from the Smith-Lever Act to the system proposed in 8. 1612,

This becomes » question of “Why sheuld an existing, workable,
efficient Federel program be changed?” The extension service todny
certainty fulfills for the most pert the needs of rursl communities in
the orees in which information is provided and 1 fail to see the need,
for changing it. There is no indication that » change from the Smith-
Lever Act to this bill will bring about » more efficient extension service.

Other objections are that the bill leaves many arrangements to
administrative discretion, and as administrations change within the
States at election time, continuity of the program could be lost as
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new State exccutives establish different priorities. There uppears to be
no requirement for a State to continue extension work if the executive
decided not to do so. :
xtension work which began in 1914 with the Smith-Lever Act is
an offective educational system of pooling the resources of the De-
partment of Agriculture, the land grant universities, the various
experimental stations and county governments through the local
extension staff, 1t has worked well under the existing aet, und 1 do
not think removal of the extension serviee portion of S. 1612 from the
bill under discussion today would weaken the Rural Communit
Development Revenue-Sharing Act of 1971, Instead it wonld p(‘rm%

_greater emphasis on other fucets of the bill in areas of rural develop-

ment in greater need for change and assistunee thun the extension
service. ' -

I urge the Congress to pass the revenue-shuring legisiation and to
delete the extension serviee from the bill sinee it has furctioned ade-
quately under the 1914 bill which established the extension service,
Let us spend our resources in areas where attention is sorely needed
rather than in areas which are well established and functioning sue-
cessfully and which have withstood the test of time.

To leave the Extension Service in this bill makes the bitl unaceept-
able to many of the very rural arens it is designed to help; passage
willbe difficult, if not impossible, and the numerous otheg henefits of
the bill will be lost to the areas which need them the most.

[ notice itf the eurlier discussion here that emphuasis has been placed
on the fact that apparently people think the Governnient would be

‘the only one to really have a say in developing thes priorities for the

State. 1 want to eall attention to the section which makes it very
clear that a State development plan must be developed, und that a
State desvelopment commission must be appointed, T believe this pro-
vision, which ulrendy exists in the bill, answers the questions ragsed
about one man huving control. I do not believe this biil provi(lvﬁfor
one-man control. [ do not think that was the'intent of the bill. I think |
the safeguard is already written into the bill. S

Another safeguard I this bill is the section which ealls for the
accounting of the development commission and the Governor to the
Seeretary of Agriculture. This is nlso written in here, that they ure
accountable for the way these funds are spent. They must make sure
that they meet the edterin of the Seeretary of Agrienlture.

Agnin, I think this is an excellent safeguard, and a point well taken.
Another thing I think in great favor of this bill is this: The fact that
these re venue-sharing funds can be used for matching funds is a strong
point in its favor. .

As I stated carlier, in the small community where I'live, the small
towns in that county do not have a tax base to raise even the matching
fundsto obtaiy the benefits of the existing programs w hich are avail-
able. T they can use these revenue-sharing funds in that manner it
will enable them to obtain the benefits that they need in order to
provide hospital services, sanitary serviees, publie utilities facilities,
andgll of the other. programs that they can take advantage of if they
have Tunds available.

I think this whole concept of revenue sharing is 4 unique thing.
It should be explored and T hope it will be enacted, We have watched
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for many years while programs have been developed through our’

various agencies. These have been effective in part. I believe that if
they are tied together under the provisions of tl\is bill that many of
those programs will be administered under this bill. This will make a
much inore effective operation for the recipients by having these tied
together where they will know just where to go to got mformation
ahd the program they need.

These are the main points that I want to make. )

The only other thing would be that there is a definite* desire, I
believe, on the part of many people to diminish control at the
Federal level and to return the government to the people and to
encourage the making of decisions by local governments with again
the participation of tge individuals who live in the towns and,on the
farms and in the cities which are so badly in need of help and the
additional financial resources which this ‘))ill provides.

Senator ALLeN. Thank¥you, Senator Leonard. I think your testi-

mony will certainly be of benefit to the committee and we certainly
appreciate your coming and giving us the benefit of vour views.

How long have you been in the 5Vest Virginia Senate?

Mrs. LroNawp. I was elected last November and I am serving my
first term in the Senate. ‘

Senator ALLEN. A 4-year term?

Mrs. LEonarp. Yes, Senator Allen; it is 4 vears.

Senator ALLEN. And are you on the agriculture comnmit tee?

Mrs. LEoNarp. Yes, I am, because of the rural counties which I
represent this appointment was given to me. .

Senator ALLEN. Mr. Wax was here. He was the witness who im-
mediately preceded you and he was speaking in behalf of the agri-
cultural conservation program, which is now the rural environmental
assistance program, I believe, and he was pointing out that under
the rural revenue sharing a program such as this would not be guaran-
teed support under this same setup, that it would have all the various
programs contending with the State -for preference, and for their

share of the available money. What would be your thought about

that? .

Mrs. LEovarp. Again, as I understand it, these programs that are
developed by this commission must be reviewed through the legislature
and the legislature does have something to say sbout their participa-
tion in them. : ) .

Senator ALLEN. Yes, but the money would not have to be--these
prograimns would not have to be carried out at the local level; that is
the theory of the legislation, that it falls into the new program, the
existing agricultural programs.

Mrs. LEonarp. I think the new program that is offered here is
the one- that we should give a chance for its effectiveness, give it
every opportunity.

Senatot ALLEN. I notice that you want to except out the Extension
Service. ‘

Mrs. LEoNarp. Yes. . :

Senator ALLEN. And I believe the administration has agreed to do
that, possibly guaranteeing that it gets as much support as it now
gets, Eut possibly got previding for increased support. Are there
other programs that are now being carried on that you would also
like to see saved?
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Mrs. Leonarp. Well, again we are talking about our 4-H program
and our home demonstration programs, to be specific. Tl}:ese are
some of the ones we are particularly interested in, and the fact that
they are covered so adequately by existing legislation I would like to
suggest that they be left out of this bill anﬁ just continued as they are
under the Smith-Lever Act, because there is so much else that needs
to be done, and with this bill talking about aid in the areas of trans-
portation and industrial development, and investment in education
and everything, it secems to me that perhaps the funds that are

available for revenae sharing should go to those purposes, in line with -

this bill, while the other, which has been operating so well since
1914, should be continued as is.

Senator ALLEN. Who decides thaty then? Would that be- the
Congress or would that be the various States?

Mrs. Lzoxarp. Well, it has already been decided by the Congress..

by the enactinent of the Smith-Lever law, and it is already beinE
administered through the Department of Agriculture and throug

the land-grant universitics down to the county level. So, my idea was

that that structure would remain the same; the adininistration would
remain the same, and separate from 1612. .

Senator ALLEN. In other words, you would reserve after, then, the
Future Farmers and— :

Mrs. LeEoNnarD. Yes. .

Senator ALLEN (continued). As a part of the Extension Service?
Are they now separate from the Extension Service?

Mrs. LeoNarp. 1 would like any of those existing programs which
affeet the farmers and the Extension, and so forth, to be continued.

Senator ALLEN. In other words, all worthwhile programs, then,
ought to be continued by the Federal Government or by the State
after revenue sharing?

Mrs. LEoNaRD. As I understand it, it was done with matching
funds, and we will just continue that.

Senator ALLEx. That is the point though: One of the reasons for
the revenue sharing is that the special revenue sharing, in many
cases—and I speak to this generally—in many cases a local contribu-
tion is required, and that is imposing a hardship on many local
governinents. .

So, the theory of special revenue sharing, is that it would eliminate
local contribution and it would go to the State, so there would be no
programs to match. That would be the trouble, under the administra-
tion’s rural revenue-sharing proposal, because these activities would-be
turned over to the local governments and they would carry on such
activities as thev. wanted, and the Federal Government would be
getting out of those particular activities,

So there would not be anything to match unless the Federal Govern-
ment went on with additional programs.

Mrs. Leonarp. Yes; but as I understand it, the Federal Govern-
ment would provide the revenue sharing and the funds for these other
areas outside of the extension, bécanse the things extend so far beyond
just simply the extenston programs available to rural communities.

- That is where I think we need aid. And that is where I am speaking

again from, my experience as 4} years as president of a planhing
commission of a local small rural grassroots county whose tax base
doesn’t make it possible for the municipalities to get the money to

7o :




g 2

put in & new sewer system, let’s say, or to get the money for other

improvements: hospitals, and such things as that. They just simply
do not have the means of raising funds to provide for their needs.
And this is the area where I would like to think that revenue sharing
will come in and provide these facilities for the people. o

Senator ALLEN. But, the trouble is that revenue sharing comes in
the main, some 95 to 90 percent from existing programs, so it will not
ge just a bunch of new money dumped over into the hands of the

tates.

Mrs. Lronarp. No; I understand that, be¢ause I realize that we do
have so many programs available for which financing has already been
provided through the wvarious agencies; I do understand that. And
again, so many times the local commumity can’t raise their matching
funds to take advantage of it, and that is why I would like to see this
passed, so that they would be able to get that money and use it for
matching funds if they want to.

Senator ALLEN. The trouble is, though, that once they pass the
money over to the States, they would stop their own programs calling
for matching. Tho{,cun’t have their cake and eat it, too.

Mrs. LeoNarp. You mean the State would stop it?

Senator ALLEN. No; the Federal Government would stop these
various programs, and the States would be given the money that is
now being spent on these programs. That 15 where some 85 to 90
percent of the money would come from and there wouldn’t be anything
to match begause the Federal Government would be ot of business
in those specific arens, ¥ou see. '

So, if tfm State decided to spend its money for one aspect of rural
development, there would be less*money, then I understand, for other
aspects. - .

Mrs. LEoNARD. This is where I think the State development com-
mission is so important. They would be the ones to help establish the
priorities and where the money should be spent. It is not as though
one person could pick a pet project, shall we say, and say, “Well, this
is where the revenue-sharing funds are going to go.” Again, I believe
there is an adequate safeguard there so that we could get into the
areas that we really need and which would benefit the mmost by the
use of these funds. ’ : X

Senator ALLEN. Are there some of the programs here that yvou feel
the State should move the money from over to a more desirable
program, any that yon suggest that shonld be curtailed or eliminated
once a program is adopted and is turned over to the States?

Mrs. LEoNaRD. No; I am not suggesting that. :

4 Senator ALLEN. You want to keep the Extension Service? And I
o, too.

Mrs. LEONARD. Yes; when anvthing has stood the test of time the
way this Extension program has withstood the test of time, T think
it is a' mistake to change it. We have so many other things that we
need to be working on rather than to take the time to change some-
thing.which is already working well. I would rather address ourselves
to real programs, sn_cix as the need for funds in our small communities
and in our rural areas. ’ ' ' :

Senator ALLEN. I note here in a booklet furnished by the White
House itself, that in the matter of the rural revenue sharing, approx-
imately—for the fiscal year 1972 it would propose $962 million would
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be provided forfthis program throughonut the country, but one way
they were going to get this $962 million was to take $278 million
from the Appalachian Regional Comniission. You wouldn’t be in
fuvor of that, would you? o

Mrs. LEoNarp. No; I am not familiar with the material that yvou
have. )

Senator ALLin. It sounds like a lot of money, but if is coming
from existing programs, in the main.

Mrs. Leonarp. This is what T understood that the President had
suggested, that these programs under the general revenue-shaving
aspect of this program, the money that would be combined under the

revenue sharing 15 vour title V regional commissions, yvour Appa--

lachian Regional Commission, the Ecotomic Development Adin-
istration, resource conrervation and development programs, the
Cooperative Agricultural Extension Service, the rural water und
waste disposal grants, and with regard to environment, your rural
environmental assistance program, forestry assistance, Great Plains

planting programs, that all of these are going to be combined un(lJeI'
the general revenue sharing, and that in addition
Senator ALLES. Under special. J
Mrs. Leoxaro. I have the “general.”
Senator ALLeN. The general. There is no strings attached at all.
Now, this is the special we are talking about.
Mrs. LEoxaun. I have the President’s messige with “general.”
And again, in addition to this, there would be that inerensed fund-
ing there, the money already programed for these would be used,
and in addition, an additional amount of new money: $179 million.
And when we get down to special
“Senator ALLEN. So that there would be -this book here says:

'$179 million in new funds, but $179 million divided among 50 Stutes

would be an average of fess than $4 million a State, you see.

So. it really wouldn’t be a whole lot of new money }‘)umpml into the
economy, and especially when vou then give up the Appalachian
Regional Commission, and the EDA to the tune of $227 mllion -—-

Mrs. LEoxann. I dido’t understand it so much as being given up
as when we are talking about combining them under this act. I realize

~that we are talking really about the transition and the changes it is

O
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going to make, to bring them in under a new picce of legislation; I
realize that. . ~

Senator ALLEN. They would not be combined; they would ecase to
perform their functions, and the State should seleet those portions

of their programs that they want to carry on. That would be the size
of-it.

But it would be vour thought that with the elimination of the
extension service from the combination—and 1 feel sure the elimina-
tion of the Appalachian Regional Conunission—that it would be in
the best interest of the agricultural community and our rural arcaes
to give them tore control over the projeets and programs that they
carry on in the developmient of their rural areas? .

NMrs. LEoxarp. Yes; that is my understanding. And again, from
speaking to the people in the area where Ilive and the area which [.
represent in the State Senate, I really believe that T am speaking

~
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Lor them in asking that the extension service be taken out of this bill,
S. 1612, - -

Senator ALLEN. Yes; I think very definitely that is going to be done.

Now, do you fcel that with these programs, existing programs folded
into a new program, and all of them calling on the State to carry on
their work, would there not be a wild seramble for funds at the hands
of the various States, and some worthwhile programs might be
eliminated? ' '

Mrs. Leovarp. I think we have more 8r less of a wild scramble
now where it comes to trying to get the funds from the various
agencies which })[ovi(lo them under the existing legislation at the pres-
ent time. I don’t see that it would be any greater or any worse under
revenue sharing. And again, the safeguard is in your development
commission which, as I understand it, is really where your decisions
are going to be made and your priorities are going to be set. Naturally
every county and town will be wanting to get their requests in,

" Somebody is going to have to make a.decision, and again, not just
SOMe one persoil, %ut this ¢commission which was established just for
that purpose. .

There is no question but what the requests will be coming flooding
in, and indeed they are already coming in. Frankly, I think the re-
quests will be answered faster under this revenue-sharing bill than
aunder the existing system where applications are filed and you have
to go through so muany different steps before the actual funds are
allocated and granted, and you are ready to go ahead on a given
project,

I have had experience with this, and again with the local planning
commission in the county I live, and I think that we will get action
faster through funds distributed this way than we are by the vresent
system.

Scnator ALLeN. It might expedite it.

Mrs. Leovarn. I really thinY{ that it will and I think that the people

* will respond to this; and will have a greater voice at a local level, be-

cause again this is calling for local participation. 1 think this is very
. important in the planning process evorng('ro. I think, too, we have
had the present system building up over a long period of years and
yet we need to do something different.

I think we all recognize that we have not through the present system
solved these needs and met the requirements of county and local
government. So that I think that it is time now to look at a iew ap-
roach and this is'the one that has been offered. It seems to mne that it
as great Kossibilitios, and I believe that it will be a great help to the
areas to which it is directed. ’

Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much, Senator Leonard. We thank
you for coming and we certainly want to congratulate the people of
our senatorial district for being so wise as to choose you for their
State senator. :

Mrs. Leonarp. Thank you very much, Senator Allen.
Senator ALLen. We will recess now until 1:30 p.m,
(Whereupon, at 12:25 o'clock p.m., a recess was taken until 1:30
o'clock p.m., this day.) |
: AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator ALLEN (presiding). The committee will please come to
‘order. Mr. Longmire, you may proceed,
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. LONGMIRE, VICE PRESIDENT AND
CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COORDINATION COMMITTEE, NA-

~ TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, PAULS
VALLEY, OKLA.

Mr. Lovgumige. Thank you, Mr. Chairnan.

1 am Richard C. Longmire of Pauls Valley, Okla., vice president
and chairman of the legislative coordination committee of the National
Association of Conservation Districts (NAC'D). NACD represents
over 3,000 individual soil and water conservation and natural resource
districts, which are subdivisions of State government, and their
assoeiations in the 50 States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

NACD is opposed to the passage of S. 1612, the proposed Rural
Community Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971. We believe
that such & revenue-sharing program would be at the expense of on-
going Federal programs which are critically important to environ-
mental quality and productive eapability on the privately-owned
lands of the Nation. _ ,

The provisions of 3. 1612 would systematically” dismantle several
major conservation programs of the Federal Government which are
functioning successfullt and contributing to the public good. There is
no assurance that the State governments would use the funds trans-
ferred from these programs for the purposes that Congress, over the
vears, has determined for them. All of the priorities laboriously estab-
lished to accomplish key public purposes and accommodate the con-
cerns of all citizens and interests involved would be discarded.

One of the purposes of 3. 1612 and other ‘‘special revenue-sharing”
proposals, according to proponents, is the rationalization of categorical
grant-in-aid programs. LI'ot many of the programs that S. 1612 would
discontinue cannot be characterized as grant-in-aid prograins.

Conservation districts are closely involvéd in the administration and
implementation of several of the programs proposed for discontinuance.
In some causes, such as resource conservation and development projects,
they are principal sponsors. Yet soil and water conservation districts,
as well as other special subdivisions of State government, are’ spe-
cificiully excluded from participation in planning for the uso of the
“shared” funds and in setting priorities for their use. s

NACD hbelieves in the principle of local sclf government. The
activities of our member conservation districts are founded and carried
out in accordance with that principle: Throughout the Nation, over
18,000 men and women, who are contributing their time and services,
are administering the work of the districts:

Yot we realize that assistance from the States and the Federal
Governnent is necessary for success with the tasks of conservation and
natural resource development. Experience has proven that a partner-
ship effort among the three levels of government is the most effective
way to accomplish our conservation objectives. Each of our districts
has entered into a mernorandum of understanding with the U.s.
Department of Agriculture as a key element in this partnership
approach. ~ .

In this way, there is a meaningful and effective sharing of funds,
commitment, and effort in achieving wise and sustained use of natural
resources on the privately owned lands of the nation.
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Over the years, NACD has worked vigorously for the establishinént
of several of the programs involved in S. 1612. Our district officials have
fought for adequate appropriations to fund them. We are particularly

- coneerned about-the following seetions of the bill:

Seetion 410. This would discontinue funds for the rural environ-
mental assistance program which provides cost sharing for soil and
water conservation measures that control crosion, prevent sedimenta-
tion, improve the water muanagement, enhance fish and wildlife
habitat, and advance good forest management. These funds are
designed to aid private landowners in establishing conservation work
that not only benefits themselves but also the entire public. If funds
are not available for these purposes the installation o} important soil
and water-conscrving measures will be delaved or foregone.

Section 411, This would destroy the Water Bank, a new program
just enacted by Congress which” was supported by NACD and a
variety of conservation organizations, Thix legislation is the culmina-
tion of years of effort to find u way to solve the problem of protecting
prime waterfowl habitat from dvainage. Tt protedts the interests of
landowners s well ns those of the publiv. Expenditure of funds for the
implementation of this act, approved by Congress and the President,

\:I is even now being held up beeause of this section in this proposed

fegistution. Relense of these funds, and the speedy implenmentation of
this program, as ealled for by Congress, nre essentinl. oy

Section 412, This se€tion would terminate u variety of eritical
programs of assistance by the U.S, Forest Service to owners of forest .
land. The timing of such a proposal could not he worse. Currently  ~
pending in Congress is legistation, approved by the House Committee
on Agriculture, to amend and expand some of the authorizations for
work that would be abolished by this section. NAC'D supports those
amendments and has testified 0 their behalf. In addition, there is
cwrrently underway a nationwide effort, called =Trees for People,”
thatis directed toward an aceelerated program of assistanee in develop-
ing the private; nonindustrial forest lands of the country. Section 412
would help sabotage this effort. which has widespread support from
NACD and other conservation and forestry organizations. .

Section 414. This would terminate the Great Pliins conservation
program which has just recently been extended by Congress for,
another 10 years, This is one of the most, innovative programs in the
history of American conservation and Ameriean ggriculture. The-use
of long term contracts to insure application of eonservation practices -
in this area of high erosion and elimatie hazard has-been so suceessful
that the same principle is being considered as the basis for other land
treatinent programs and for other regions of the country. Conservation
distriets are intinmtely involved in the administration of this program,
and we strongly object to its proposed discontinuance,  ~ -

. Seetion 415 NACD is equally coneerned about this section which v
would abolish the Nation’s resource conservation and development

< projects. Here is another innovative and highly successful prograny,
one which has been progressively supported at higher and higher levols
of appropriations by the Congress. NACD feels that such préjects
might in themselves serve as an ideal model for fundamental Tesource
aspeets of rural developfivent. They tie together resouree development
and social and economic progress. They provide for coordination of
Federal, State, and tocal resources. They provide jobs. NACD is
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proud that conservation districts are the principal sponsors of every
project of this kind in the Nation. o

There are other sections of this proposed legislation to which we
object ulso, such as those ending F&IA water and sewer grants, Ex-
tension Service programs in the field of conservation, the conservation
provisions of the Appalychian Regional Development Act, and others.

Although the proponents of this legislation argue that State govetn--
ments would not necessarily abandon the kinds of work being carried
on under each of these programs, there is no guarantee that they
would not-indeed, do just that. The State planning bodies would have
no representation from the local governments most experienced in -
natural resource development. There would be no consistency from
State to State in conscrvation work that is distinctly regional in
nature, such as the Great Plains conservation program. The efficient
gystem of regulations and administrative arrangements developed by
the Federal Government to proteet the use of public funds and assure
that they are spent in accordance with scientific constrvation principles
would be lost. ,

In our opinion, S. 1612 could result in the destruction of many of
the Nation’s most respected conservation and environmental improve-
ment programs. We urge your committée to reject it.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views.

Senator ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Longmire. We appreciate your
testimony and we appreeiate your going to the trouble to come before
this committee and giving us thesbenefit of your views.

Mr. Longmire, do you know of any great demand by the public or
from the rural community for legislation of this sort? '

Mr. LoxgMmire. 1 rouﬂy don’t Mr. Chairman; I am a farmer
mysclf, and 1 associate with a lot of farmer’s organizations and farm
~  people, and frankly T haven’t seen anyone in the farm community
that is in favor of revenue sharing of this type. .

Senator ALLEN. It is 1ot a program that had its origin with a
public demand, to reform the agricultural end rutal programs of the
Federal Government; is it?

Mr. LoxoeMire. [t surely isn't.

Senator ALLEN. Those programs in which you and the National
Association of (onservation Districts are interested, in effect, would
be wiped out or folded into the reventie-sharing programs. ls there
any danger that they will he carried on under State controls?

AMr. LonGMirg. Frankly, | don’t think -there is. I think thert

.

would Yossibly be some of the programs, but I think there won't |

be nearly as much money available.

And we have seen something recently in fy State. You know that
Congress appropriated mop money to the Department of Agriculture
and the Soil Conservation Service this year to expand some of these on-
going programs, andthere has been o freeze of some of these funds.and
we are not getting any more than we have in the past. But at the
same time, just 2 or 3 weeks ago there were several million dollars
sent down to my State for unemployment relief and the rural’com-
munity got little of it; it mostly went to the larger municipalities and
éities.

So, I am afraid that agriculture has got to be left holding the sack.
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Senator ALLEN. Would not 3. 1612 require the various States to
enact far-reaching new programs to. take up the slack cuusu{by the
Federal Government getting out of these fields?, B

Mr. Lonayme. Well, we would havg to have some kind of orgzunl,u- .

lmu or bureaueratie s(‘tup
Senator ALLEN. Are there programs in the various States that would

[wrnnt the States to carry on in these general ul(‘ﬁs of rural dcwlop-

~ ment progranis?

Mr, LoNamire. I don’t think there ure in my Stute I can’ 't sny for

u,ll of them, but in my State there are not.

Senator ALLEN, So.it would tuk(- a vast new ro\'umpmg of Stute
law.? -

Mr. Lo.\g,-mm; It certutnly \\ould - :

Senator ALLEN. Now, the various programs now in existence would -

be folded into the new pmgl ams. Wonld thege not then be u scramble
for thesé funds at the State level? «
Mr. Loxesmg. There sture would. .
Senator ALLeN. Resulting possibly in many other programs now
béing carried on being dmpp(w} at the, State le\el” )
Mr. LoNgMIRE. nght

3

o

Senator ALLEN. Now, do vou care to mako any recommendations

as to— what is vour jutlg hent as to the programs that should be dropped
at the State level, if any?

Mr. LoneMire, I don’t think any should be. dropped. Of courge the
ones that we are really interested in and the ones that 1 specifidd in

“my testimony, we think ought to be strengthened. We think the

‘ ",Depautmont of Agriculture rhould be strengthened; we don’t think

O
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it should be reduced to usecondary position in the C abinet. Agrl('ultuw
is one of the things'that has built this great Nation of ours to \V}l(‘l‘(‘ it
is and T would hate to sce it relegated to a second-class word in our
voeabwlary the way some people would like for it to be.

Senator ALreN. If S, 1612 is enncted, it would require a major cut-

back in T.S. Soil Conservation Service p(‘rw()nncl would it not;in your
judginent? That 1s:3f the States do not (hoow to curry cn the pro--

gratos al the present lavel, woukd it not ¢al for a big cutback?

Mr. Loxawmire. It wonld.call for o big cutback; I presume that these
fumids, 1(‘w*nno->lmrmg funds, will come down w ith A-95 stainped on
them, won't thev? They will go through the State planning agency.

, Senator ALLey. That will be detou‘nnod by the warious Stutcs In-
\ol\'(‘(l av to how they spend it. ’

Mr. L()\(,\unm I um fearful that all of our agricultural programs.
will be cuf buck, not only the Soil (‘anr\utmn Service; but many of
the others.

Senator, ALLEN. W hat would bo('on e of the various US. G_ovorn- :

nient employees now associated with these various programs?

‘Mr. Loxaynne. They woyld be unemployed, I presume.’

Senator ALLEN. I dvn’ t ‘mgposo there\is unv great demangd by the
departments involved to se® S. 1612 enacted, thcn 15. there?, -

Mr. LoNGuirE. I wouldn't think so. - - -

Senator ALLES. Well, the States, then, cou]d e]mnmate such pro-
grams as they wanted to und could strongt}{@n %orﬁgxgmd drop others
and there would be no assurance that any of theser Jrograms would be-
under control at the State, leg is there’? N AR .
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i Mr. LoNgurie. The way we see it there would not be any assurance.

Senator ALLEN.' Do vou feel that S. 1612 is in-the best interest of
the farmer and the rural community?

Mr. Longmire. I definitely think it is not.

Senator ALLeN. Isn’t there a great demand for money, for funds at
the State level now, and would there be a likelihood or a possibility
that funds now channeled into the States in lieu of the present gov-
ernment programs would be used to take up some of the slack in the
existing programs that the States have, rather than carrying on these
programs of the Federal Government? - :

Mr. Loxgumigre. I don’t know whether there would be or not. The

+" people in agrieulture are so in ‘the minority today that I am afraid
that we are going to have to look to the Federal Government to
protect our industry through the States. '

. Senator ALLEN, Yes, but the point 1 was suggesting was that this
money be channeled through the States, that ihstead.of carrying out
the existing programs in some way, fulfiling those needs, that money
might be spent in programs that the ‘State already have that are not
relited to these programs. S A

Mr. LoNgMIRE. Fthink you are right, sir.

Senator ALLeN. Do you have any suggestions as to how conserva-
tion programs and conservation personnel might be utilized to improve
and’strengthen rural development offorts?

Mr. LonaMmIRE. I have some very-definite ideas. I think that con-
gervation of our natural resources and our small watershed develop-

.ment is rural development. This creates water supplies, municipal
water supplies, and_protects not only rural but urban areas from's
flooding, and it gis us what we think in our State is one of the
greatest things there is for rural development: recreation. We think
we are improving: and maintaining our environment day by day by
. conservation methods. We don’t im')w whether we want a factory’
out there or not, but we-know watershed projects create jobs, and,
that the conservation of our natural resources creates jobs. We are
-proud of our grass and our trees and we don’t want to destroy them;
we want to conserve them and use them. : .

Senator ALteN. There:would be no assurance, then, that the States
would carry on the important conservation programs? )

Mr. LoxgumIre. I think most of the States would, but what type I
don’t know. And.we are real happy with the ofies we have now.

Senator ALLEN. So itis vour thought: why give up a tried and true

~ program, a proven program for a chance to participate in such a pro-
. gram at the State level? .
Mr, LoneMire. That is right, sir. ) :

Senator ALLEN. Who seems to be pushing this proposed legislation?
We are trying to find out. ‘

Mr. Lonomire. Well, frankly, I haven’t talked to anyone that has—
of course, it-has been mainly people in the field of conservation and
agriculture that I have talked to. I haven’t talked to anyone that has
really favored it. So, frankly I can’t answer your question. » .

- Senator AILEN. You don’t know of any people who are backing it
in the agricultural community?

Mr. LoNGMIRE. No.

.
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Senator ALLEN. And [ believe you said you did not favor doing:
away with the Department of Agriculture as a Cabinet |)osmon and
merging it into some sort of Government worgam/utwn”

Mr. LoNGMIRE. No, sir; T am definitely opposed to it.

Scnator ArLex. That would be & further indication of do\nmmhn.g
agriculture in our rural arens; would it not?

Mr. LoNaMirE. That is rlght SiT.

“Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Longmire. \ ol were a
splendid witness.

Mr. Loxeumire. Thank you.

Senator ALLEN. Mr. Pomeroy, ploasm

We are delighted to have you here before the committee. and we'
look forward to hearing your tostunony . .

" STATEMENT OF KENNETH B. POMEROY, CHIEF FOREéTER,
AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION ‘

N

Mr. Pomeroy. Mr. Chairmian, I am Kenneth B. Pomerdy, chief of
forestry of the American I‘or(‘stry Association.

The Rural Community Development Revenue Sharing Act 0{ 1974
has a worthy purpose in that it sceks to improve the quality of rural
life. But the. methods proposed are not desirable, Therefore, the
American Por(’stlv Association recommends that this proposal not be
enacted.

The bill recognizes the need for forestry and tree planting assist-
ance, forest pest oontrol cooperative forest management. Great Plains
conservation, resource conservation and d(\v(\lopnwnt rural environ-
mental assistance, and related natural resource programs. Yet X, 1612
terminates Federal supervision over these vital programs and lewves
it to the States and territories to decide which pl()vrmm they wish to

- emphasize.

In_effect, 5. 1612 substitutes 53 (hﬂ'(‘ront combinations of locul
priorities for one set of recognized national goals. It is a ticket to
confusion and disaster.

As an example of what can happen, please consider the experience
of local communities during the great fires in Muaine in 1947, Each
town operated as an independent unit. While one town construeted
lines to control the fires; another town set backfires which wiped out
the achievements of its neighbor. The Governor lie ked nuthority to
coordinate their efforts.

So it will be with other natural resource programs if adnministration
through a central agency is eliminated. The “construetive efforts of
some States will be offset by diverse interests of other States,

The authors of S. 1612 have recognized this problem with respect
to the Extension Service. Section ° ()’(3)((\ requires each State to
continue to carry eut a program of agricultural extension comparable
in size and type to tho pr (‘b(‘nt program. Docs this provision nnplv that
the Extension Service 1s weaker than other programs? Or does it mean
it is more important than other programs? If such a provision is needed
to maintain Extension work, then why not apply the same require-
ment to each of the other programs?

The wrangement proposed in 8. 1612 is a poor substitute for the

. present system in which the Appropriations Committees of the ‘Con-
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gress annually weigh the relative erits and needs of each program

with respect to national goals and priorities.

It i&.ge;gg}numdded that S. 1612 not be enacted.

Mr. Chairman, may I supplement.this statement with a review of
cooperative forest fire protection?

Senator ALLEN. Yes; we would be delighted to hear from you.
Proceed. :

*Mr. Poxtroy. Some States enacted fire laws, soon after the Decla-
ration of Independence, but these laws were ineflective because the
States lacked means of enforcement. This situation came to a climax
in 1875, when some 1,500 people lost their lives in the great Peshtigo.
fire in Wisconsin.

In 1875 the American Foresty Association was organized to see
what could be done. Its earliest recommendations were for the Woral
Government to set an example by creating forest reserves out(of the
land still in public ownership. This led to the establishment of the
national forests. :

In 1911 Federal cooperation with States in foresty matters became
possible through the Weeks Act. This prograin was strengthened in.
the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, but all States did not enter into the
cooperative forest fire protection program, and 8till until the 1960’s,
and quite a few countles in Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Illinois,
Misaouri, and Arkansas still do.not participate.

What do you think the result will be if the entire program is thrown
back to the States? a

Thank you, sir.’ : :

Senator ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Pomeroy. :

You recommend, then, that this rural revenue-sharing legislation
as proposed by the administration not be enacted? )

Mr. Pomeroy. Yes, sir. | - - , '

Senator ALLEN. It is your feeling, I pr *{ﬁmo, that if the various
programs now in existence are eliminated or iolded into the revenue-
sharing programs, that some States might carry on a forestry pro-

am, and others might carry on such a program, and that it would

e in o State of chaos as far as the various State programs are con-
cerned?

Mr. Pomeroy. Thatis our \'33\\'.

3
o

Senator ALLEN. Now, this redenue-sharing program of the adminis-
tration would allow the States to pick and choose as to the programs

. that they wish to have and_the mdthod that they wish to have to

implement those programs wnd in some States they might not have
any program at |, and other States might have one aspect of the
forestry program, and not have another-aspect, so that vou would
not know in one State what the situation was in another State.

Mr. PoymEeroy. That is true. It is our feeling that the local people
would be mtich more susceptible to pressure’than a gentleman of your
stature in the National Capital. . A

Senator ALLEx. If all of the programs, existing programs, were
folded into the new program, would there not be a wild scramble for
funds on the part of the various beneficiaries of the various programs?
.. Mr. Poueroy. There most certainly would and also I think you
would be assured that the immediate short-range results would
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probably get preforence over long-range programs such as tree planting
and this type of thing. It would be the natural way for people to react.

Senator ALLEN. Do you think it is wise for the Faderal Government,
to abandon the programs which have been foind to be sound and a
bencfit to the people of the country, and turn the management and
decision as to these programs over to 50 States, and possibly some of
the territories? )

Mr. Poxeroy. We think that these programs have®been proven
over the years, over a nuinber of decades, and it would be a step
backward.

Senator ALLEN, Does anvbody in the American Forestry Associa-
tion feel that S. 1612 is for the benelit of the forestry industry?

Mr. PomeroY. We have §3,000 members and we have not received
one letter in support of this-proposal from among our mernbers,

Senator ALLEN. This proposal, then, does not come from the
grassroots; does it?

Mr. PoMEroY. No.

Senator ALLEN. From rural America?

Mr. PomEroy. We don’t think so.

Senator ALLEN. Do you see where the rural community will
benefit by this program as proposed by the administration.

Mr. Poveroy. Well, T am always a little hesitant to make o broud,
sweeping statement, because there are local things that vou need, but

" there are long-range things that vou need,too, and we just don’t
think it would be & good iden to have every State trying to decide its
own future, when yvou have got a national goal that ought to be viewed.

bL(-t me take you bacR a little bit to some things we saw in England

on a recent visit over there. I just came back last week. The British
have been planting white onk for centuries in order to support their
Navy. It i a natural thing for the British to do and they are a big
naval power. But, in repeating planting of white onk they have fallen

v into some of the problems thut you have when vou concentrate on o
single thing: they have developed a rot that ruins all their white onk.

So now they are getting rid of white oak in order to plant conifers
and they are using conifers from the Tnited States.

Now, if we had each State trying to follow its own future, wouldn't
we have some of this sort df thing? We think you needta broad central
program to push these through. '

Senator ALLEN. Now, if these programs are folded into the new

rogram, and the money withdrawn from them and put over into a
?lm(l to go to the States as part of a special revenue-sharing program,
1s it not possible that, say, 25 States would carry on a rural enyiron-
mental assistance program, some 20 States might earry on a water
"bank progrgm, 15 States might carry on a foresty program, and in
the -States where these programs were not carried on, would there
not then be a hue and cry among the people to go back as to fhose
specific_programs to a Federal program to meet those needs?

Mr. Pomeroy. I think there would be. ‘

Senator ALLEN. And wouldn’t we ‘then have to go through this
very same thing of our sctting up these Federal programs anew?

Mr. Pomeroy. I am glad that you mentioned the water bank
program’ particularly, because streams run through several States
sometimes. ' . .
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Senator ALLEN. Yes; that is true.

Mr. Pomenroy. And you can’t have one State with one program
and another State with'a different program; it won’t work.

Senator ALLEN. The present programs are of benefit to the people;
arce thev not?

Mr. Pomeroy. They certainly are.

Senator ALLEN. If the work of these programs is not carried on
by all of the States, will the people insist that the Federal Government
retake them?

Mr. PomEroy. T should think so. ‘

Senator ALLEN. Leaving the Federal Government with its subsidy
programn for rural development and still being called upon to institute
programs to take up the slack in those areas where the States have
not/ Zone forward with he programs?

Mr. Pomenroy. They would have to recapture a lot of lost ground.

Senator ALLEN. Yes;:so, there is o whole lot of room for considerable
chaos here in going along with the 1612; is that your thought?

Mr. PoMEroy. Yes, sir.

Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Poxeroy. Thank you, sir. :

Senator ALLEN. Mr. Scott Wallinger, Hlease.

Mr. Wallinger, you may proceed.

STA_TEMEN'I‘ OF R. SCOTT WALLINGER, FOREST FARMERS ASSOCIA-
TION, CHARLESTON, S.C.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE SOUTH
CAROLINA FORESTRY STUDY COMMITTEE i

Mr. Warninger. Mr, Chairman, my name is R. Scott Wallinger,
and I am appearing as a representative of the Forest Farmers Asso-
ciation. With the committee’s permission, I would like to present our
association’s views on S, 1612, a bill to establish a revenue-sharing
program for rural development,

And with your permission, sir, T would like to inject a few extem-
porancous comments derived from some of the discussion that has- .
slready taken pldce.

Senator ALLEN. We would be glad to hear you.

Mr. Waruivaer, My own company, Westvaco Corp., formerly
known as the West Virginia Pulp & Paper Co., is a member of
Forest Farmers Assoctation. However, the majority of our orgariza-
tion’s members are small- to medium-size timberland owners in 15
Southern States.

I am‘also authorized to speak for the South Carolina Forestry Study
Committee an officinl State body charged with the responsibility for
continuing study of the requircments for fuller development of South
Carolina’s forest 1esources.

In my testimony I will refer to the southern forest resources analy-

e sis, which was cosponsored by the Forést Farmers Association. This
*  analysis resulted in the report, “The Scuth’s Third Forest,” which 1
believe various members of the committee are familiar with.

As the third forest report:indicates, over 70 percent of the South’s
forest ares—143 million acres out of a total of 200 million acres total—
is owned by private nonindustrial owners. These are the small land-
owners we hear so much about. '
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From the preceding it is evident that a very large portion of the
timber to be produced in the South for many years to come must be
grown on these small acreages. The third forest report also estimates -
that the South, alone, must produce 2.3 times more wood by the year
2000 to meet its share of the Nation’s anticipated needs. , - '

So it follows logically that Forest Farmers Association favors raral
development, in principle. We believe, further, that a most important
cornerstone of any soundly conceived rural development in the South .
15 our forest resource, Our forests provide vitally important raw mate- -
rials for rural-bused forest harvesting and processing industries, and
the jobs which are a major gsource of income for our rural residents.

In our opinion, job opportunities ate the:most important factor in
any sound rural development program. With row-crop agriculture of-
fering little inducement to hold young pesple on the land, or to sup-
port older residents at a reasonable level, fuller development of our
forest resources offers one of the few, and perhaps the best oppor-
tunity on which to build a viable rural development program,

Yet, S, 1612 could actually work against fitller forest development.

It would take the money from our key cooperative programs such

. as fire control (Clarke-MeNary-2), cooperative forest management
program (CEM), und cooperative forest aursery program (Clarke-
MeNary-H and put them ina common pot to compete for funds with
short-term items of low deferability. Tt does not take infinite wisdom
to anticipate the fate of our long-term resource programs.

This is a point that } would like to emphasize because it is cortainly
fundamental to our position, We fully recognize the value of our local
fiscul controls and responsibilities but our foresty programs are long
term and they are national in scope. We thinken terms of decades in
forestry. Even significant progress in forestry mayv be invisible to
loeal citizens beenuse it t,nLos place over u period of time, and we
are keenly aware of the pressures that are placed on our loeal legisia-
ture and officials to produce tangible short-term gains in social im-
provements. And we feel that fong-term investment in forestry pro-
grams would suffer from the seramble for funds that you have men-
tioned to produce a tangible short-term result. :

For example: what local elected public official could withstand the
pressures for additional funds for education, law enforcerhent, health

" cure, et cetera, versus funds for forest production and development?
We believe very few. On the other hand, upward of 15 percent of
the total budget of the South Carolina Cominission of Forestry is

* derived from Federal cooperative matching funds. A potential cut
of this magnitude would be disastrous, particularly since most of this
would be in fire protection funds.

How is they Nation to provide the Iymber for the 26 million new
and renovatedihomes which the Government predicts will be needed
in the next 10£yéars, if our forests are allowed to burn up? The third
forest report Shows that 30 million aeres of forest land must be
planted in the next 15 years to meet year 2000 needs, How ean that
be done with less money? . S

And I might injeet here that we have mentioned the concept that
various Stades, depending on their local interests, mightp establish
local priorities. Yet, whether or not forestry progress continues in

~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC | 5 g . -




. 8

.

v . .

South Cyrolina is & function of what the State of South Carolina de-
cides is necessury, which has a tremendous bearing on the people who
want new homes in New York City or San Franciseo or clsewhere,
and I don’t think that we can afford to have national goals of this
magnitude jeopardized by whether or not a loeal ageney decides to

« continue a program at an existing level ar decidles to cut it back in
favor of a short-term need. -

) The Soythern forest resource analysis shows that our southern
forests urgently need vastly greater development and greater—not
less —protection. Congress recently recognized this by voting addi-
tional funds for cooperative forest fire control (CM-2). Now we are
considering a bill which would almost eertainly take a portion of these
funds away. :

Another point of major concern to the Forest Farmers Associntion
is the system of lloeation for funds proposed in S, 1612, A prineipul
criterion is populytion density, without rny consideration to the lo-
ention of our forest resources, Such a system would almost eertuinty
invite ddisaster. One example should suffice. Los Angeles County,
Culif., would fare poorly in the distribution of funds beeanse of its
high population density, vet 1 seureely need to mention the terrific
forest fire problem encguntered. there, )

Similar difficulties could be anticipated throughout the country,
if 3. 1612 were enncted. -

Funds for development of our natural resources simply do not
belong in » measure such as this. Althongh I have stressed the forestry
items, many of these sume points would apply as the measure treats
the Soil Conservation Service, Extension Services, et cetera.

The Forest Farmers Associntion strongly favors cocpere tive mateh-
ing fund prograins versus outright arants by theFederal Government.
The Federal share could be greatly tnerensed to, perhaps, o 90 pereent
Federed-10 percent Stute busis, if this is felt desieable. We feel strongly,
however. thet the governmental body spending the money should have
some responsibility for raising a portion of thy funds.

The committee’s cansiderstion to these views presented on behalf
of the Forest Farmers Association is invited and will be appreciated.

Thank vou for your courtesy in hearing me.

Senator AnLen. Thank you, Mr. Wellinger. We appreciste vour
coming before the committee and giving us the benefit of your views
and the Forest Farmers Association.

I notice yori say that we are going to have to have an additional
30 million acres of forest.land if we are to meet the vear 2000 needs,
and those veres will huve to be planted in the next 1H yeors.

Where do vou think they are going to come from?

Mr. WALLINGER. This 30 mullion aeres is derived from the *Sevth's
Third Forest.” and it i hased on the nren in the 15 Southern States
that is now either completely unproductive, cutover land, or unpro-
ductive forestland, and so forth  land that is very poorly stocked.
And additional improvements can be produced through timber stand
iniprovements, and we ere talking about a program to meet the year
2000 levels that would have to be funded from all sources at approxi-
mately $100 million & vear. «

Y
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. We have determined in South Curoline alone that our program
should operate ot » level of $5 million a year to be invested in timber .
stand improvement and tree plenting and sll.of this is, of course, n
rurel aetivity. Currently in South Cerolina we are getting in the neigh-
borhacd of $285,000 & vear from ACP funds, now the REAP program.
But, this comes very close to the 5- or 6-percent figure that was men-
tioned by one of the witiesses earlier this morning in terms of the
level of participation. ' .

And we are well aware thet landowners are meeting mortgnge
puyments und trying to pay for their cor and get their kids through
school, and don’t have the money to invest in the programs that have
20- und 30-year retirements, :

Senator ALLEN. Those 30,million acres are in 15 Southern States?

‘Mr. WaLLinger. That is correet, sir. That was the basis for the
-Sonthern Forest Resource Analysis, which was a combined study of
the southern resources. Of courde, we are projecting that by the year
2000 the South will be producing well over one-half of the Nation’s -
wood requirements, and close to two-thirds.

Senator ALLeN. What about these strip mines? Is there -any
possibility of having forests planted there? :

Mr. WaLLiNGER. Yes, there is. In fact, there are programs already
underway in® the areas where there are strip reclamation projects
and this is an activity that should be expanded. It has a heavy cost,
but a lot of research has been done, and I think the TVA has been
very instrumental in developing the techniques, the technology of
strip mine reclamation. And-a lot of what they have learned will be
implemeénted with.preper funding.

Senator ALLEN, The present Federal programs, are they adequate
to serve the needs of hﬂc(ﬁ,lo\'el()pmom,,()f our forests over the vears,
in vour judgmend? 7 e

Mr. Wanrixeer. We feel that they:have been very helpful, but
we feel thptthey are far from ddequate for-what is necessary to do
th('j()b,.%i" B . o :

Senitor ALLey. How do-vou think yon would fare under strietly
State appropriations’if these. funds were folded back into this rurgl
revenue-sharing program?

Mr. WarnniNger. Senator Allen, I am not optimistic at all as to
how we would fare. I think we woukl be lucky to maintain the statns
quo on portions, much less than to continne to advance. We have been
making steady progress in recent years through the CFM fund that
Mr. Pomeroy has mentioned, and t‘fms'c other programs that have been
a great stimnuins. And-we feel that the great need now is the matching
type of funds to support directly the agencies iu the State that have,
been inplementing the programs, and ulso to Akr()vido the funds toy .
the landowners to help them get their land - into’production. L

There are many fandowners who would develop theirland if they =
had the financial resources, but ‘a man working for wages just doesn’t
have the mone¥ to tie up. . .

Senantor ALLEN. There would be no further matching of these
funds -pumped back into the States on the revenue-sharing basis,
would” there? That is 100-percent sharing, and there would be no
further mat&hing of that, the State taking that money and askin

for matching, would there? - /
O ‘ - ’
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Mr. WaLLiNGer. No; there wouldn’t be.

Senator ALLEN. So you would prefer, then, a sure, tried and proven
l)rogmm that, while not altogether adequate now, gives promise of
secoming adequate, rather than to participate in a scramble for these
funds if turned back to the States? '

Mr. WarLiNGer. Yes, sir; that is our position.

Senator ALLEN. Now, have you heard of any segment of the
agricultural or the rural community advoeating S. 1612 or stating
that they would fare better under 5. 16127

~ Mr. WaLLiNgER. No, sir;.] haven’t come i contact with anyone
who would be affirmative on either of those points.

Senator ALLeN. Do you feel that this is a grassroots movement to
puss this legislation, or does it come merely from the administration?

Mr. WaLLiNGER. This is something we feel that has come down from
the top. The position of these people that I have been in touch with
has been onewf reaction to something which has occurred, rattrer than

. any effort to create a program of this type. :

Senutor ALLEN. Is this revenue progrum, revenue-sharing program
Tor rural developtnent —if enacted, is it not likely that the States would
filndd each one of these programs that the Federal Government has?
Some would be doubled or tripled, and somfe would be eliminated
altogether; wouldn’t that b& your thought?

Mr. WaLniNcEr. 1 think so. .

Senator ALLEN. Now, as to those programs which were climinated
in the various States, since there is a need, demonstraled need for the
program, would there not be a movement throughout the country to
reinstate on the Federal level the very same programs that the Federal
Government sceks to fold into the new programs?

Mr. WarnnisGer. I very definitely think so, Senator. We very

“strongly favor the approach, for example, in the USDA forestry in-
centive program and, as I have indicated, at the current levels the
funding is far short of what is needed to do the job to develop the
forest resourees in the Sonth. ’ o

If we had the revenue-sharing program implemented, and main-
tained our position finaneially within the funds of that, we would »till
need additional funds from somewhere to get the job done.

Senator ALLEN. Do you feel that the program as contemplated by
S, 1612, would be of benefit to rural aroas? - ) -

Mr. Warnixger. I don’t feel that it would improve their position
whatzoever over the present situation and I feel that there s a good
risk that it would be detrimental. .

Senator ALLEN. Now, as to the foréstry program, what additional-
reécommendations would yvon muke to improving that program if 1618
carried on under its present basis?

Mr. WALLiNGER. We feel that probably the most important pro-
gram thifit we have in terms of on-the-ground forestry in the South 1s
the REAP program, and a strengthening of that would be very
beneficial. The strengthening of CFM programs, the cooperative forest
fire control, and things of that nature, have a more subtle influence. I
think they become more spectacular by their absence than they are in
effect. I think that we very definitely would like to see a strengthening
of the existing cooperating forest fire control programs, the CFM

]
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rro ams that get more professional people on the ground ¢o0 work with

andowners.

As an example of our pregsent program’id South Carolina, with the
combined State und Federal moneys providing foresters to go into the
field, our State forester just a few years ago brought out that he had
the manpower to reach each landowiter in the State about once in
every 20 years to give him professional forestry advice. And the pro-
gram has improved —

Senator ALLEN. You do have a long-range program on that kind
of basis?

Mr. Warniveer. That is right, and this has been.one of the most
beneficinl aspects of the CFM program. And also the resource con-
servation and development *program is putting technical people on
the ground to work with landowners and help them coordinate and
develop their activities. '

The second thing, along with the good recommenduations, many

manvgement plans heave been prepared and the landowner doesn’t
have the financial resources to implement the program, although we
have something on paper. And more and more we are finding that we
have reached a situation where «the money to implement the pro-

‘gram on the ground, to pay the cost of getting the land ready for

planting, to pay the cost of getting the trees in the ground, to iinprove
the growing stoek, und things of that nature, are becoming the limiting
factor in the South as to what we can do to develop our forestry
resources,

On the other hand we know that if we ¢@uld develop it anvwhere
near its capacity that we ean double the production of our land and
we will have to do this to meet goals only three decades away. And
of course, the industries which use this resource are essentintty rurad
industries. . T ' .

The paper industry, with some exceptions, is geyerally o small
town or small city industry. The lumber industry is almost entirely
a rural-based industry, in the smallest towns. And the southern
industry has become much more sophistieated. It is not a bunch of
seattered, small sawmills any more, but there are large establishments
in small towns with yearZround employment and good wages,

Senator ALLEN. S. 1612, then, woull seem (o sound good in theory,
but when put into practice might cause hardships or destruction of
veluable programs and chaos among those programs throughout the
50 States? .

Mr. WaLLinGeR. Yes, sir. We feel the objeetives are very fine, but
when we take into account the implementation procedures, we don’t
feel that the program will achieve the results that are set out for it.

Senator ALLeN. Would your thought be different if there were
new funds rather than a reshuffling of existing funds in the main?

Mr. WarnLiNger. I think that if there were substantisl new funds
that we might have somne different thoughts on it, but as long as we
are talking about the same money, or essentinlly the <ame money as
we are in this case, we find little incentive to make 'n change.

Senator AuLeN. Thank you very much, Mr. Wellinger. We appre-
ciate your coming before the committeec and giving us the benefit
of your views,

Mr. Warringer. Thank you very much, sir.
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Senator ALLEN. Senator Burdick, we would be delighted to hear
from you at this time. You may proceed, sir. :

4

STATEMENT OF HON. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA '

Senator Be&prek. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee,
first I would like to ask unanimous consent to have my entire state-
ment made s part of the record.

Senator ALLeEs. Without objection, it is so ordered. ‘

Senator Burpek. Mr. Chairion, T want to express my complete
ggreement with the statement of findings in 3. 1612, the rurdl com-
munity development revenue-shering proposal, which says that “meny
rural arens of the Nation, while rich in natural resources and putonti.z[,

- have lagged behind the rest of the Nation in economic growth, and

that the people of these rural areas have not shared in the Natiow’s

prosperity.”’ :

. Upon examining the details of the proposal, however, T find that
I do not see how this bill, if enneted. would nchieve all of the good
intentions stated: to generate inereased emplovient opportunities,
to improve the quality and aceessibility of rural conununity facilities
and services to stem outmigration frorg-rural areas, to encourage
private investment in industrial, sgricultifal, and commercial enter-
prises, to protect and conserve netural rescurees, and to solve farm,
home. and community problems. .

These #re orest gosls, end ringing phrases, but I fear there is more
shadow than <ubstance here. The programs which have been of
greatest help to the conservation of nx)iﬁ and water, to the improverent
of the.quality of life in North Dakota,seem to me to be in the greatest
dunger of ubandonment if this legislation ever became a reality on the,
statute books.

. The claim that the funds available for these grant-in-aid programs,
if pooled und turned over to the individusd States according to o
cumbersonie formula based almost entirely on population figures,
would result in & balanced rurel development plan meeting more
exactly the individual needs of the rurel nreas is nisleading. These
programs have not been abstractly plotted by bureagerats in Washing-
ton who think they know best what the loeal people want.

REAP, the Agricultural Conservation program, has always been

) tailored to the needs of each county by recommendations of the loeal

7 county and community ASC committeemen. This is a cost-share
program; ulmost every dollar of Federal money spent has resulted in
$2 worth of conservation practices. For more than 30 vears farmers
have been practicing what now  the ecologists are preaching:
control of pollution ()% the rivers and streams, the lakes and ponds,
by erosion-control practices. -, -

If the great water-using industrips and eity planners had spent
half the time and careful thought on pollution-control measures as
our Ametican farmers, we would not now be faced with the shocking
sight and stench of dead lakes und sewer-like streams.

The other programs that would be turned over to the States, to be
continued in some form or dis‘éarded, ‘are also planned and carried
out with the full cooperation of local and State authorities and citizen
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groups. Resource conservation and-development programs, multi-
county plamning and dévelopment efforts, enable units of State -and
local government to develop and carry out project plans for orderly
conservation, improvement, and development of natural resourees. The
Soil Conservation Serviee provides technical help and funds and the
Farmers Home Administration cooperates with loans. '

The Great Plains conservation program, one of growihg impgetance
in North Dukota, is administoredk to mect the very specific needs of
individual ranchers and groups of ranchers. The value of returning
land now in crops to grassland cannot be overemphasized in the
prairie States.

Forest Service grant-in-aid programs are by law dirccted toward
fire prevention and suppression on private lands, the production and
distribution of tree scedlings on State and private lands, and forest
management programs to aid private woodland owners. The Forest
Service establishes the broad national goals and objectives of these
programs but State government officials, State foresters, and land-
owners work together op these cooperative programs.

One of the most valuable of the programs in terms of strengthening
rural communities‘is the water and waste disposal program admin-
istered by the Farmers Home Administration. This is & program which,
since its inception in 1965, has upgraded the standard of living of rural
residents while attracting new business operations into rural communi-
ties all over the country. When a program such as this has proved so
successful, why should it not be continued and strengthened in its

resent circumstances? Funds for this program too would he thrown
mto the rural revenue-sharing pool. .

All of these programs have operated for years throughdhe close co-
operation of local and State government.

S. 1612 as presented would inelude the Federal funds now made
available to the Cooperative Extension Service but I understand
second thoughty on the part of the administration would exempt that
program from the eflects of the proposal.

Of great concern to the people of North Dgkota and to conservation
and wildlife interests of the entire countryis the inclusion in S, 1612 of
the new water bank program, Public Law 91-559, enacted December
19, 1970, and funded in this session of Congress.

This program wuas designed to preserve and enhance migratory
waterfowl breeding and nesting areas - the “wetfands” - -without
placing an undue burden on the individuals whose holdings encompuss
some wetlands, Many wetlands areas can be, and have bocohe, highly

roductive cropland when properly drained. YWhen "this happens the
ﬁmd’s value as a breeding area ceases or is materially lessened. The
water bank offers the farmer or rancher annual payments for his
agreement not to drain, burn, or fill stich areas for the duration of the

. contract, 10 years. The landowner is under no compulsion to partici-
pate, but must simply decide if the econmomic gains in participation
outweigh the economic benefit to be realized by draining the wetlands,

The passage of the Water Bank Act was the culimination of years of
concerted of%ort by various public and private agencres and farmn
groups. Tt had the active support of North Dakota State government
officials, the North Dakota State University, the National Wildlife
Federation, the North Dakota Wildlife Federation, the Wildlife
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Management Institute, the Mississippi Flvway Council, the North
Dakota and National Associations of Soil Conservation Districts,

. and the North Dakota State Water Commission and many other
agencies and groups. I am not aware of any opposition to the proposal
in my State. '

When $10 million was provided by Congress it the bill muking
approprintions for the Department.of Agriculture and environmental
and consunfer "protection programs for: fiseal vear 1972, all of the
interested organizatjons and individuals felt that immedinte steps
would be taken to implempent the progrum, which was to be adminis-
tered by ASCS. When the rural revenue-sharing proposal was made
public this spring, [.wrote to the U.S. Department of Agricudture,
asking for sp(\(‘ift;(- information on_the handling of the water bunk
program under the rural ro\'onue-shu'ring,i)roposnl. I asked:

"+ 1) In transferring the funds to -the States, what stundardg

would govern the amounts going to each State?

(2) What steps would be tuken to insure that - State did .
devote these funds to pursuing the objectives of the Water Bank
Act? ' S :

The reply stated, in part: “The major portion of the proposed finels
distribution for cach State would be according to formulas principally
- bused upon rural population percentages, per capita-incomes, und
spopulation change percentages * * * S .
~ Mr. Chairman, the water -bank program has nothing to do with
rural population, per capita income, or population pereentages, It hus
to do with the prescrvation of wotlnn(L‘, mostly prairie  pothole
lands, where migratory waterfowl nest und bréed. Atid T want to say
at this time, Mr. Chairman, that the production of ducks i niv State
is not for North Dakota ulone; it is for the entire Nation.*So we
can’t base the program upon these population figures: . .

There are more than 1% million acres of such wetlands in North .
Dakota. More than half the game ducks in this country are hatched
in the Dakotas, and western Minnesota. L -

"The, letter from the Department .of Agriculture also pointed out
that “there is,no provision in S. 1612/4hat u State must devote any a
of these funds to pursuing the specific objedtives of the Water
Bank Act.” . s °

The ‘Congress of the United States has approved this program; it
has been signed into law by the President; funds Have been prdWded
for its administration; but not one step has been taken.to implement
-it. This situation is unbelievable to me and to the many people
_interested in seeing the program put into effect.

Aguin I made inquiry of the Department of Agriculture a short

- time ago, and received on Septeniber 11 a letter that concluded on
this positive note: ““I'ne Water Bank Program is one of thé sources .
of funds for rural ¢comimnunity development special revende-sharing;
therefore, pending resolution of this proposui it 18 not planned to
initiate this program under Federal operation.”

Mr. Chairman, I am not willing to accept a decision that a needed
‘program, approved and funded by Congress, shall not be put into
effect, . .

In recent weeks I have received a number of letters from con-
conservation and wildlife groups, the North Dakota Cooperative

v
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Extensian Service, the North Duakota Stockmen’s Assoeiation, the
North Dakdéta Wildlife Advisory Committee, and Northe Dakota
State and CountyrAssociations of Soil Clonservation Districts. 1 ask
that these letters, together with the correspondence I have had with
officials of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, be ‘made part of this
hearing record. T o

Senator ALLEN. Without objettion it is so ordered.

(The docwments referred to follow): « °

Farco, N. Daxk., September 1, 1971.
senator QUENTIN BURDICK, . *
[".8. Senate, *, ‘
Washington, 1).Co , S

Dear Nexaror Buroids: During the past several years all of the-wildlife
interests in North Dakota have enjoyed vour leadership, participation and full
support in the passage of the Water Bank Legislation. This has been no small
task. During this session of Congress the execlitive recommendation for the
appropriation of $10 million to implement the initiation of the Water Banlk
Program hax been suoeessfully passed through both Houses of Congress npder the?
lendership of yourself and other members of our delegation. As chairman of the
Wildlife Advisory Compittee for North Dakota, may T take this oeeasion to
thank vou for the support vou have given this entire matter. The next objective,

©of course, is to see the suecessful implementation of the program.

A number of contacts have been made with the Department of Agriculture
and members of the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservatior, Serviee relative
to their plans for the implementation of the prograni. There seems to be a con-
tinuing rumor that the funds for the implemeutation of the progrian will not be
released by the Office of Nlanagement and Budgets thereby preeluding the
initiation of the program. positive reasons are available but there appears
to be an inference that the inclusion of the Water Bank Program in the Proposed
Special Revenue Sharing Legyslation plus the recently announced economy
policies of the President are factors involved. We are geeply concerned about this.
turn of ¢vents and most sincerely.solicit vour leadership in securing release of
these funds g0 that the program can be initiated. - .

I am sure that you arc aware of the massive programm of drainage that has
occurred throughout the pothole area of the %{(mh Central States and particularly
in the nesting and breeding grounds of North 1Yakota. The economic pressures are

. on the farmers in spite of the very excellent erop of -this vear and will inevitably

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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result in mijor-additional drainage unless some means can be developed imme-

diately to give some economic relief to these landowners. The Water Bank Legis-

lation appéars at this time to be the only such relief in sight. I speak unanimously
for the Wildlife Advisory Committec in stating that we do not believe we can atford
further delav of the activation of this program.

Each of us will be dceply appreciative of anvthing that you can do to motivate
the implementation of this program at the earliest date possible. We are confident
-that if it can be announced at an early date that North Dakota alone could sign
enough acreage to utilizc a major portion of the $10 million appropriation. The
people of North Dakota are looking forward to cooperating. Your ho\p is urgently
needed and most certainly will be appreciated. Anvthing that vou could do to
sectuire rempval of the Water Bank from the Proposed Reve Sharing Legislation
would also certainly be appreciated and may be the key to the release of the funds,

With best personal regards, : .

Sincerely yours, . - . )
. } ArTHUR II. ScHuLZ, ‘ e
Dean and Director, Cooperative Exiension Service,
North Dakota State Universily of Agriculture and Applied Science.

\ NEw Rockrorp, N. Daxk., September 16, 1971.
Senator QueNTIN N, Burpick,

Old Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR Burpick: We, the Eddy County Soil Conservation District

supervisors, are asking for.your support towards securing a release of the Water
Bank funds from the Revenug Sharing Bill (S. B. 1612). We feel that if these funds

-
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are released the Water Bank Programn which i§ needed in North Dakota to help
save our wetlands, c‘ould be put into use right away.
We thank you for'your past support on all ~oil and water congervation programs.
We hope that you will again support us on this matter. . .
Respectfully yours, -
- . " WiLLfAM STARKE,
- , . Chairman, Eddy County Soil Conservation District.

' . : Devius Lakg, N. Dax., August 24, 1971.
Hon. QuenTin L. Burpiek, - .
U.8. Senate, o . L
Washington,.D.C. v -
Dear Scyarton Burmpick: The Water - Bank is included in the® Agriculture
Agproprintions for 1972 with $1 million to be spent for Water Bank contraets,
I hope the program can begin with signups for this program beginping this fall.
At the lastemeeting of the North Dakota Wildlife Advisory Committee, we
discussed the maximum amount of wetlands that would fit into this program in
North Dakots. According to the North I’akota Game and Fish and the Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlifg, North Dakota raises about 809, of the ducks
raised in the United States. We also estimated the amount of wetlands needed,
and according to these two agencies it would take $30 million per year for Water

~

Bank contracts to fill the needs of jwetlands in North Dakota.
It is now costing the’individual landowner about $13 per acre per year for
+ interest and taxes on his investment t6 leave these wetlands.

In order to ease the controversy of wetlands drainage that affects our wildlife,
to help our agriculture economics of North Dakota, and to help the economic
stability of the individual landowner to leave these areas for.wildlife, I feel a

- minimum of 310 million per year should be our national goal towards the Water
Bank program at this time to preserve these wetlands. ’ P
1 u%& your support in getting more money behind the Water Bank program in
order 8 preserve this heritage we have enjoyed: i .
Bincerely yours, i
- GorpoN Bera,
North Dakota Wildlife Advisory Commitiee.

o Linton, N. Daxk.
Senator QuenTiN N. BURbICK, . B

Qld Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. ,

DzAr SENATOR Burpick: The Emmons County Soil Conservation District has
begn following and is a promoter of the proposed Water Bank Act. We were pleased
vItheu we heard the Act had been passed by Congress and signed by President .

ixon.

We feel the Water Bank Act is the answer to saving our wetlands and yet
compensating the farmer for saving these areas for our -wildlife and for future
generations to use in their recreational programs: N

We are now very disappointed and feel thn?f)’rogress has been stopped by the
action of the office of Mansgement and Budget in freezing the funds appropriated
for this program. ' '

We hope that you will see fit to work toward securing a release of those funds
so that the long awaited Water Bank Act can go into action. . |

Thanks for your consideration on this matter. '}

« Sincerely, ‘

&

ALo18 Lmimn,
Chairman, Emmons Counly Soil Conservation District.

1

Bismarck, N. DAK., September 2, 1971, P
Hon. QUENTIN BURDICK, >
Senate OYfice Building, - N
Washington, D.C. .
Dear Spnarog: Our Association is concerned that funds for the recently |
enacted ‘“Water Bank’’ Program are tied-up, reportedly pending the outcome
of special revenue sharing legislation, as contained in 8. 1612. X

63-582—71—pt. 6——17
N

96 ) : _




.

We certainly don’t want to discuzs the concept of revenue shafing by the
states because we've not considered it necessary that we have a policy position
relative thereto. . .

However, we do not think the Water Bank funds should be pla
revenue sharing legislation, if and when such does become law. \

Our main objection iz that, under revenue sharing, the $1,000,000 annual
Water Bank appropriation would be split up among 50 states wheu}iu fact it M
should be confined to the ‘“‘pot hole” states which hatch the'Nation’s waterfowl—in
other words, we think it’s a regional problem, not national.

We know You ghare this view point but want you to know that we support
your efforts toward trying to exclude Water Bank funds from Senate Bill 1612.

Thank you and very best personal regards. .

d into the s

Sincerely, .
: . Crair MiCugLs,
v Ezxecutive Secretary, North Dakota Stockmen’s Aa‘aociatwn.
. rd . .
West Farao, N. Daxk., September 10, 1971.
- Benator QuenTIiN N. Burpick, bt
Old Senate Office Building, . _ . ' ;

Washington, D.C. ,
Dear SenaTor Bumbpick: It has come to our dttention that the Water Bank
Proposal is part of the Revenue Sharing Bill (8.B. 1612). ’

e would like to zee the Water Bank Proposal deleted from the Revenue °
Sharing Bill zo the program can be implemented. If the program is to be successful,
the funds should be allocated to the areas of greatest waterfowl production.

The longer it takes to get the program in action, the fewer will be the number
of wetlands to 8ave. Many farmérs have voiced an interest in participating in the
Water Bank Program, but if it'is not put into action, they may proceed with
draining wildlife habitat. ’

We would appyeciate your efforts in getting this program started.

Yours very truly,
- JosepH HARBEKE,

- Chairman, West Cass Soil Conservation District.

-

~

, Devits Lakg, N. Dak., September 9, 1871.

* Senator QUENTIN N. BURDICK,

0Old Senate Office Building,
W ashington, D.C. . ,
Dear SenaTor Burpick: Funds for a Water Bank program were included in

’ the Department of Agriculture appropriation.

We appreciate your fine cooperation in getting this program started. Wé now
urge you to follow up on this program and get the money released so that the
program can get started in North Dakota this fall.

Sincerely yours,
N OuLiver LEET,

Chairman, Ramsey County Soil Conservation Dia‘lria.

! ) Leeps, N. Daxk., September 18, 1971.
Senator QUENTIN N. Bunpick,
Old Senate Office Building, . : .
Washington, D.C. _ . )

.Dean SenaTor: We are very much concerned that the funds for the Water “
Bank Program is not available to implement this vital program immediately.. )

We had a thorpugh discussion of this matter at our meeting last evening—and
by resolution of dur board I am contacting you asking that you help us get this
program moving. :

area is second to none from the stun%point of '‘pot holes”’ and duck produc-~

tion. We believe the impact of the Water Bank Program is vital to the preserva~
tion of our wetland sites. v .

We also are sincere and concerned that there may be involvement, of this pro-
gram with the Revenue Shating Bill. We are fot a heavily populated area and we
think that_it would be a very unfair distribution. It amounts to this; we have the
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wetland sites but we don’t have the populace. We will appreciate your efforts in
deleting thig from any other progran. . , !
! Sincerely, . . X N
- - : FLovyp ALLAN, .
Chairman, Board of Supervisors,
North.Ceniral Soil Conservation Districl.

’

. . Borringau, N. Dax., September 7, 1971.

Senator QuenTIN N. Burbick, .

0ld Senate Office Building, ' .

Washington, D.C. ) i !
‘Dear SeNnaTor Buspick: You are aware of the continued interest we have had

in the ter Banlk Act since we supgested the idea a number of years ago. We are ~

proud of the work ydu have done to assist us with this program.

At the present time we are concerned abowt implementing the Act as was
Easged and signed into law. North Dakota and other states with nesting and

reeding areas seriously need this pro§ram now and with the two items we are
faced with, it appears a good piece of egislatior® has become indefinitely tied up
by, (1) freezing of funds and/or (2) because of the Revenue Sharing Proposal. .

We would like to propose to you and solicit your help in' removing this Act from
the Revenue Sharing Propoazal. .

We ask this for three reasogs. (1) The need for funds will be in the pothole
region of the U.8., such as North Dakota, not throughout the U:S. (2) The -
distribution of ﬁundﬁ under revenue sharing is based primarily on population and
need whereas utilization of the Water Bank funds are intended primarily to
preserve wetlands in selected areas. (3) We feel it would be impossible for the
‘state to administer this program. ,

We realize we could have an on-going program now if the funds were released i
s0 we are also asking you to assist in getting the administration to immediatély. /
release these funds. {he longer this program is delayed, the more people wﬂ‘i
loze, since wetlands will continue to be lost at an accelerated rate.

. Werappreciate any help you can give us and urge your active support for these
two proposals. ’
Sincerely,

!

)
NorTH DAXOTA ASSOCIATION OF .
P Soin ConservaTioN DisTrICTS,
AvuaNn Knubpson, President. R /
'

v d . :
C . GranDp Forks, N. Daxk., September 13, 1971. /
Hon. Quentin N. Burbick, - .
* Old Senate Office Building, ) R # g i
Washington, D.C. - o
Dear Senator Burpicx: We understand that the Water Bank Bill has been
assigned to Senate Bill 1612, the Revenue Bharing Bill. . /
In order that work can be expedited on getting some of the wildlife waterhole
areas preserved, wouldn’t it expedite the Water Bank Program if it were segnrated /
from the.Revenue Sharing Bill? We understand that the Water Bank Bill was/
passed by Congress and signed by President Nixon. Why shouldn’t this allow/

< thig work to proceed without any further delay? . /
As long as our pothole prairie area is the only one discriminated’ against (:}
1

draining of pothole areas we feel that the Water Bank Bill should be used t
reimburse our farmers for preserving the wetlands for migratory waterfo
propagation. And furthermore, a large percent of the funds should be used in the
areas where these pothOles are located rather than. given to states-who have no
pothoie areas. S] !
We hope that you will expedite any action n(;eded on getting this program ix)lto

operation.
: Sincerely, . ;
- EasTerN GranND Forks CoUNn 1
SoiL ConservAaTION DISTRICT, |
FraNg DuBuqQUE,
Chairman, Board of District Superviaoy/'s.

- !

i
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¢ Cavarier, N. Dax., September 10, 1971.
Senator-QUENTIN Burbpick, .
Old Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: It has come to our .attention that the funds for the VVuter Bank -
Program have been frozen by the Office of Management and Budget. - i .
The Program is of vital interest to the environmental and_agricultural interest ‘)
of this area. As such, we ask that you tuke whatever action you deem necessary |
" to obtain the release of these funds. i ‘
These funds seem to be tied to the Revenue Sharing Bill (N.B. 1612). We urge -
(1) that the Water Bank Bill be dolct(ﬁfmm‘ this bill, and (2) that congress work )
toward securing a release of these funds.
Sincerely, .

. ErnksT Maro,
Lhairman, Pembina County Soil Conservalibn District.
.

\

v .

Wanreton, N. Dax., August 31, 1971.

€

1.

Hon. QuentTin N. Burpick,
U.8. Senate, Washingjon, DC
Deig 8ENaTor Burpicx: This Board wishes to go on record as heing in support
of the Water Bank program included in the Agriculture Appropristion Bill. ,
Ydirs very truly, .

. LAVERNE K. Ouson,
. ’ . Chatrman,
( HoLcenr BERTELSEN,
) Commisgioner,
Aaron H. Hronik, K
Commissioner,

Richland County Water Management District.

" Senator Burpick. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to say that

. "Irhave complete confidence in the mempbers of this Rural Development

Sub&mmittee and the members of the full Senate Committee on

iculture “and TForestry to develop and present legislation that*

will achieve the goals as stated in S. 1612 without destroying the

established programs that are basic to rural America’s well-being.

\ The enactment of S. 1612 could only result i’ more problems and
more confusion in the area of rural development. -

I also have confidence that with.the support of members of. the
Senate Committee on Agriculture it shm,xl(i be possible to convince
the Department of Agriculture and, more importantly, the Office of
Management and Budget, that the Water Bunk Act should be im-

" plemented at once. /
"~ Mr. Ghairman, I would like to make a reference to my youn
college days. I attended the University of Minnesota and there
played football, and we had a play called ‘66 off tackle.” When it
worked, we would keep on using it. If these programs we established
have worked, why change them? » .

We should use the programs we have that have been beneficial

to rural America and I think the water bank program should not be
> sacrificed for a newer concept which might be ull right, but which g
is fraught with a lot of danger and implications. e
Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much, Senator Burdick. We
appreciate your testimony and we know. it will be of great value to 4
t}[w committee in its study and deliberstions on this bill.
Senator Burdick, do you know of any popular demand for this
rural revenue-sharing program? o
Senator Burpick. My mail does not reflect it at all from my area;
not at all. ,

L T -
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Senator ALLEN. Does it have its inception, its beginning, at the
* grassroots level, or i it somethlng handed down ixom abow to apply,
at the grawroots devel?

Sendtor Burpick. I don’t know where it came from It didn’t
come from the grassroots of North Dakota.

. _Senator ALLEN. Do you know if this rural revenue—shurmg rogran
of the administration has the support of your‘people, the good)citizens
of North Dakota? .

Senator Burpick. I think they are strongly in support of the

' Lrogrums I have outlined in my testimony ftoduy because they have

een workable programs; they have brought results I thlnk _they arp
very well satisfied with what we have.

gevator AvceN. If the administration’s rural revenue-ahuung
program is adopted would there be any assurance that any single.
.one of the existing Federal programs would be carried on by the

v State other than the Extension Service which has been frozen mto ¢
the new change? )

Senator Burpbick. There might be. Tlluo would certainly be no
complote assurance of that at all.

«  Senator ALLEN. All of the money tlmt is Imp omontmg these pro—‘
grams would be put into one pot from which decisions would be made

\ as to what programs w ould be carried forward?
" Senator Bukrnick. Aund you have no idea when they first dip out of
. that pSt what programs are going to be funded, whether the goo
ones or the bad ones, or any.

Senator ACLEN. Do the States have legislation at this time that
would allow-them to carry on these programs or substantially some of
the programs?

Senator Burbick, I doubt it very much, sir.

Senator ALLEN. What about personnel involved? Are not thése

~programs carried .on in many instances by Federal employees, and
would there not have to be a new echelon of employeces created at the
Stato level to take over any of the programs that the State saw fit to
continue?

Senator Burnick. Without a doubt, and if it were done it would
ead to a tremendous amount of delay and it hasn’t been done.

Senator ALLEN. Now, there iso assuranco that the grants for water,
and sewer systems would Be cartied on by the States, is there?

Senator Burnick. None whatever. |

Senator ALLEN. No assurance that.the water bank program would
beffcarried tn?

Senator Bunrpick."None. :

Senator, ALLEN. No assurance that the Forest Sor\l(o grnnts would
be currmd( on nor the agricultural conservation program now called

© rural omuonmcszul system programn? .

v

F

Senator Buronifk. No assurartee for any of these programs.

Senator ALLEX. Right on down.the line in all of the present systems?

Senator Burnicg. Yes.

Senator ALLEN. Now, would this seem to indicate that if the
States did not carry on a large number of these programs and the need
would still be there, would there not then be a demand from the
pcople that these programs be recaptured by the Federal Government?

Senator Burpick. There w ouldn’t be any question abnut it, because

‘ *' - J.Og | '
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‘the people have had the benefit of these programs for many, many
years, and they would demand their return, I am sure.

Senator ALLeEN. Has the administration *pointed out to any of the
otlier Members of Congress or any other committee any of these pro-

¢ grams that they feel should be eliminated at the Stnt(flevel?
: Senator Burpick. I have not seen them point out y hich would be
eliminated and which would not. S

Senator ALLEN. Your farm people in your State, are they satisfied
with these existing programs?

Senator Burpick. Very much so. I would say that the soil consgr-
vation program and the others I have enumecrated in my testimony ('
have total support throughout the State. There is no criticism of them

“4hat I know o{.) )

Senator ALLEN. I notice that you feel-like that in theory, or pos-
sibly in the abstract, that S. 1612 might appear to have some merit,
but when it is put into effect, when considered from the practical
point 6f view it Just will not do the job in the proper fashion; is that
your feeling? i - ’ »

Senator Burpick, That is my present opinion.

Senator. ALLEN. Thank you very much, Senator Burdick. I appre-
ciate your coming before the committee and giving us the benefit of
your views. Your testimony is most thought-provoking. ,

Senator Byrprck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ' .
- Senator ALLEN. Mr. Kimball. - '

STATEMERT OF THOMAS L. KIMBALL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
'NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Mr. KivBaLL. Mr. Chairman, I am Thomas L. Kimball, executive b
’ director of the National Wildlife Federation which has its national
¢ headquarters at 1412 16th Street NW., here in Washington, D.C.

Ours is a private organization which seeks to attain conservation
goals through aeducational méans. The federation has independent
affiliates in all 50 States and tRp Virgin Islands. These affiliates, in
turn, are composed of local groups and individuals who, when com-
bined with associate members and other supporters of the National
Wildlife Federation, number an estimated 3 million persons.

Mr. Chairman, we welcome this fnvitation to testify on S. 1612,
the proposed “Rural Community Development Revenue Sharing Act
of 1971, because we view the activities of this subcommittee, and the
full committee, in attempting to resolve, the multifaceted problems
relating to urban development, as among the most important before
the Congress and the countrv at thid time.

- The outward migration of people from rural areas, with subsequent

concentrations along the seacoasts and in the metropolitan areas, with

all of the attendant environmental difficulties relating to big cities, as

well as a slow deterioration of rural communities ang the worthwhile
.+ and suitable life styles which they provide, is one of the greatest
tragedies of our age. For those of us who grew up in, or have lived in,
small communities, it is doubly tragic because of the many advantages
we know and appreciate as being found only in such aress. Indeed,
some metropolitan areas, where people are crowded into tenements, the
living conditions often appear to be similar to those which existed in ‘3

3
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the Middle-Ages when crowded peo Jte were frightened to leave their
homes at night and when garbage an& other types of debris were hurle
from windows to become public problems and nuisances. ’ -

We fully appreciate the recognition this Committee is giving to this
outstanding problem and hope the general comments that follow will
be beneficial in offering some clarity to what is an obscure and complex
situation involving economics, life styles, social problems, education,
and even politics. .

1. As we sce it, one of the most important single needs before the
country is for a national lapd-use plan, as has been proposed by both
many Members of the Congress and by the administration. Only by
déveloping & comprehensive and coordinated overall plan which would
recognize the principal values and uses of all of.our various resources,
_can the maximum advantage be obtained from them. This, in effect,
well could result in rural zoning and we believe suclr a plan and pro- ‘
gram is necéssary to identify all of the best potentials in these im-
portu&xt aress. ’ ,

2. At is essential that efforts to stabilize and improve the econom of
rural areas must, in many situations, become something other tKan

~ agriculturally oriented. We know that agriculture alone, as presently
practiced, will not sustain mahy communities.

We believe that there is much merit in considering incentives to

_. locate in new towns and cities in areas.away from the present metro-
politan complexes. Not only would this avoid many of the present
mner-city urban problems, such as overcrowding and transportation
and environmental pollution, but could help equalize many ot the
difficulties which relate to the deterioration of rural communities.

In this connection we are thinking of new communities such a8
Columbia, Md:, or Reston, Va., although on a smaller scale, and not
necessarily so cfosely tied as that community is to the cities of Wash- |
ington and Baltimore. I am taking the liberty of attaching to this
statement & tearsheet from the August-September 1970 issue of
National Wildlife magazine, which outlined exciting new possibilities
for the development of ecologically sound urban ‘communities and
variations of this very well cou%(li be located in many rural parts of the
counltry which are low in population at the preSent time or are losing
people.

3. If the population is to be relocated or dispersed, some additional
attractions must be made for riiral areas in the form of employment.
We are now convinced that many people want to get away from metro-
politan areas and would actually prefer living in rural areas if a suitable
means of livelihood could be developed. Therefore, it would seem to us
that the Federal Goverpment could play an important role in stimu-
lating a location of sma‘l?light industries or manufacturing concerns or

s other businesses. These incentives could come through special tax
considerations, through low-cost loans, through subsidized *housing,
and so forth, However, again, this must be programed in accordance
with an overall master.land-use plan.. .
" It must be quite obvious by now, My. Chairman, that the National
Wildlife Federation is vividly aware of g’he plight of our rural areas. We
commend the administration for its concern and its desire to enact
legislation that might rectify the situation. Unfortunately, however,
we cannot support S. 1612 because we are of the firm belief that the -

[y
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bill, if enacted, could do more harm than good. Or, to put it another
way, the federation feels.that, at best, 3. 1612 can achieve no more than
1s being accomplished under several current and separate legislative
acts. At worst, we are fearful that S. 1612 would undo the abundant
%ood stemming from the programs listed in sections 410 through 417—

reat' Plains conservation, forestry assistance, water and waste dis-

posal systems, resource conservation and development, and others.

More to the point, and the main reason far our opposition to the bill,
it would, in alf likelihood, effectively destroy two relatively new pro-
grams that possess great potentinl—the water banlk program and the
rural environmentzﬁ': assistance program (REAP). We know that
8. 1612 does not specifically prohibit continuing the kinds of conserva-
tion activities carried on under REAP and the water bank, but the
odds would certainly favor their dimjnution, at Best, if the decision-
making and administration were at the State levd!.

Mr, Chairman, with all due respect for our Stafe officials, we feel it
is desirable that this revenue-sharingsprogram for rural development,
if enacted, would result in a subversion of congressional intent built up
over a period-of. years in 'a pumber of rural-oriented C'pnservation
Acts for which there are “continuing specific national or, regional
requirements, ¢

The mere fact that a State would be required to produce a develop-
ment plan Before it would receive funds under this program would not
preclude thee very real possibility of priorities being so rearranged that
sofme very worthwhile and needed conservation programs would get
short shrift. % :

Our concern, however, goes beyond the desire of intlividual States to
continue such programs as the water bank and REAP. Mr. Chairman,
a matter of greater toncern to the federation is the capability of the
respective States to effectively administer the rural developmeént
programs initiated under this proposed act.

S})euking from the lpersonnl experience some of us have gained by
working at State levels, we ure of the firm conviction that regardless

-of motives and intentions, the efficiency of the rural development

programs would be seriously degraded while administrative costs
would rise. Under these circumstances, we believe that it iy wishful
thinking to mssume that the various rural-ortented conservation pro-
grams will continue to be funded at the same levels and reccive the
same high quality of professional guidance that they . presently
receive, _ ‘
Admittedly, the States could and probably would, over a period of
years, overcome the handicap of inadequate top-level stafing and
eventually administer the rural programs_with commendable com-
petence. However, the administrative inefficiency and high cost " of
siuch an evolutionary process cannot be overlooked or discounted
when compared to the present administrative arrangement of having
one relatively small, knowledgable' group at the 59(101‘&1 level run
the programs. )
In summary, Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation is
deeply concerned over the plight of our rural communitics. We are
gnxious to reverse the migration trend that brings the country and
small village dweller tq our urban areas and results in CVOr-worsenin
social conditions and environmental pollution in the dities of the Unite:

*

States. However, we sincerely feel that the first step that must be -
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taken to improve the situation is the development of a comprehensive
land-use plan and not the passage of s vevenue-shaging bill such as .
S. 1612 wLi(-h would do little other thun, with a minimum of guidance
and restrictions, place grest quantities of money inythe coffers of
State governments, mxme’ of which wouldl indeed be hard pressed to
L)re,pare and implement the kind of rural development plan envisioned
y the proposed bill, : : : '
Thank you for this opportunity to present our views.
(The attachment to the stutement of Mr. Kimball follows:)

.

[F:oui the August.—Sv;)temb(r l97b National Wildlife)

We Can Brip Seace Agr Crries Now—Bra City Noise, FrutH, Smoa, anp
UarLinkss Are Nort INvinciBre Exesmies; Tury Can Be ‘ConNQUERE® BY
. PrRESENT TrcHNoLoGY . . . Ir Wi Have tae WiLL :

* - (By James W, Hudson) . N

In 1960 President John Kennedy stirred the pioneering mstinets and patriotic:
fervor of thisy country by making a national commitment to plit Americans on
the moon by 1970. We promptly embarked on a erash program rooted in the
imaginative “systems approach,” propelled by tens of thousands of scientists, »
technicians and workers and fueled with billions of tax dollars. And we reached -~
this impossible goal-—before the late President’s deadline. .
Now, in 1970, we need another such national commitment.  And a new time-
table. Our goal must be the transformation ¢f America’s dying cities into the . .
healthful and exciting living and working centers you see on these pages. .
This is no idle pipe dream. Any knowledgeable sefentist or engineer will “tell
you we have the technology right now to do this job. We need only apply the
“systems approach” to this vitally challedgitg project. This modern technique—
which would eombine the expertise of scientists, engineers, architects, ecologists,
socivlogists and city planners—can produce another American “miracle.”

\ NEED URBAN REBIRTH

And how desperately we nced that miracle. What a colossal absurdity that we :
allow our eentral cities—the centers of modern American life—to crumble into
depressing places where it is no fun to live and work. It is understandable that
dirty air,.congested streets, cramped living quarters, and urban ugliness are
driving out long-time residents who can afford to live in more pleasant surround-
ings. But this lenves behind only thoze who are too peor to eope with the grinding
urban decay. And so our cities are deteriorating at an alarming and increasing
rate. . . :

But this tragedy is not inevfable. We can reseue.and rebuild our cities. This
is just as practieal-—and far more importait—than putting men on the moon. ‘
All it takes is a natjonal eommitment. Let's see how the systems approach can
make eities more pebple-oriented: .

One key part of our plan is the covering of existing streets with a roof —with ‘a
green earpet of grass and trees on top - about 30 feet above the streects. This »
opens the way to literally transform the eity’s Warsh conerete and smelly gasoline
alleys into restful areas planted to lawns, trees and flowers, )

he space abovgrthe streets and between the buildings becomes an oasis in
the cement jungfe, a peeple-oriented environment with grassy playgrounds,
flowering shrubs and chattering squirrels. There will be sidewalks for peaple in a
Hurty and meandering paths for athers, Places to talk, to read, and to relax, Soft
conversation and the <ongs of birds will replace the nerve-shattering encophony
of eenstruetion and traffie, ) .

And nature using sunlight, chlorophvll, water and roil —ean go to work o
manufacturing elean, fresh air. Kvery tree leaf, every binde of grass is a miniature
anti-pollution factory, absorhing gases from our polluted air and miraculously
returning pure ogygen, V4

’ TLHRACED BUILDINGS : p

<
Some high-rise ‘office and apartment buildings will be terraced like the ones on
these pages with a series of setbacks for sunlight, and planted with lawns, flowers,
shrubs and small trees, Roof gardens will have pools for ducks and fish. Most

' -
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of these terrdces will be open to peoplé for a host of activitics ificluding fishing,
s picnicking and*nature study. N : ‘ .
Small animals will raise their families on some terraces which will be off limits
to people. Coffece breaks car turn into nature breaks ag office workers watch
the life cycles of songhirds, rabbits, squirrels and fish outside their windows.
The automobile engine*whieh cousumes cuormous quantities of oxygen and ~
exhausts poisonous, simog-breeding gases is Air Pollution Villain No. 1, responsible
for 60 per eent of all air pallution. Urban people suffer most, trapped as they are
in densely populated arcag with many high-rise buildings. With filters and. the
addition of manufactured oxygen, our city strcets ean become a closed system
of vehitular tunnels. . o
Other advantages of the clased strect system gre just as cxciting:
Fast, efficient. monorail transportation can be suspended under the pedes-
tk;imnlevel. This will greatly improve mass transportation with a minimum
of cost. - . )
Car and truek traffic will low easier. No longer need podestn’ans compete
;s with traffic. Sidewalks and islands now set aside as ‘‘people space” can be .
convgprted to additional sraffic lanes. ‘ R
Gropund floors of huildings ean become delivery areas, and the confused
maze ‘of double-parked trueks would disappear from traffic lanes. These
lower floors,will also contain parking lots, service stations and car mwashes.
And drive-in banks, restaurants and newsstands. .
: - The covered street will bottle up the noise from traffic, trash :};gmvnl and
' road repair. And no longer can a big storm paralyze the city.
, Digging up streets to, install and repair cables will become a thing of the
. past. Telephone wires and power cables will be aceessible in o ead troughs.
What happensto the people displaced from the first two floors 8t the-buildings?
They can have first chance at moving into new buildings which will be built
over some of the old intersections. = .
A flight over such a city will reveal beautiful patterns of shape and color.
Foliage softens the hard, straight lines of strcets and buildings. Rain falls on
absor%)ent green belts instead of hitting miles of asphalt: and conercte only to'
run off into sewers. : . - i

.

hat a city. Robins nesting on theroof. . . . Fishing streams running around -
the building. .. . Office windows revealing the mysteries of marine life. . . .~
Eating lunch while fishiug on the 20th floor. . . . Botanists, biologists, zoologistg

and ecologists will help plan this new world of beatty and fresh air which i
technically feasible now. .
Such buildings can in no way replace parks and wild areas..But new designg
incorporating g%impses of nature will make city lifc more enjoyable and help
to develop a love of nature among urban dwellers whichy hopefully, will make its g
continued destructinn unthinkable. : :
In high-rise residéntial areas (as was done downtown) the firat step is to draft
. an overall plan to provide for the remodeling or rebuilding of entire sections of .
the city at the same time so no new congtruction will be needed for 20 yeara or
more. is will give city dwellers a repriave frond tonstant construction, blocked
- traffic and swirling dust.
. ’ Then we cover the streets and reserve % old atreet level for cars and trucks
80 people cad move up ‘to fresh air and qulet. Also, like the dowatown area,
lawns, treen, flowers’ and shrubs are planted everywhere.

.

RECREATION BELTS
In planning recreation areas, it is important to remember people are different
in age andtinterest. So.K0th Strcet might become 80th Belt, a five-mile-long
kindergarten, nursery and fairyland. A blook away is 81st Belt for grammer, -
achool children. Here the swings and basketball goals are higher and the swimming
pool deeper. And so it goes throughout the residential areas with green recreation
belts instead of streets for sub-teens, teens, young adults, adults and the aged.
As a systems engineer I have traveled coast to coast to meet with enthusiastic
groups in more than a hundred cities. I have shown color pictures of what the
« American city should be like to be, livabie and hew the ‘systcms approach”,
can be the key to unlocking a new and higher quality life-for all urbanites. The
response has been overwhelming. i -

. : . )
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But, politiclang ask, will it.be too expensive? My answer: Is health damage
resulting from polluted air inexpensive? Is urban decay inexpensive? Is break-
own in city life inexpensive? Is an increasingly depressing life for the majority
of Armericans going to be tolerated? . o - b .
If.we eah spend nearly $100 billion a year for past, present and future wars—
* whigh gain’ us nothing but angther year and a bigger military budget—then
I'd say ‘we can afford to.take fhis approach of rebuilding our cities,y which will
help solve or ametiorate dozeéns of problems, be they social, economie, health,
environmental or esthetic . . . problems which cause endlesy misery and
heavy tax burdens. Using modern technology-—which so far has been .a mixed
bleasing—we can reverse the centuries-old trend of moving people to big cities
onkr. to bury them in ugliness and filth. R : ) ’
nd let’s face it. When we aks people to pay higher taxes for conservation and
wilderness, inneg-city folks who choke on foul air daily, fight rats nightly, ‘and
watch theirﬁ?ﬁgcay about them are likely to ask: “Why don’t you start here?”’
Partz of THIE new concept are already in use. For example: The concept of
covering the streets with a grassy roof for pedestrians has been used in Cuyahoga *
Community College in Cleveland, Ohio; Edmunds Compinunity College in Lyn-
wood, Washington; and the Health and Welfare Compléx in Nassau County
on Long Islang. The American International Development Cdrporation®is using
some facets of thispconcept in the design of the 30-story plus One North High

. Building in Columbus, Ohio.

But Uncle Sam isn't going to wave a magic wand and rebuild your cities.
Local planning and participation have to be the.first step: Communities must
evaluate their probleins, consider solutions and draw up tentative p)ans before the
Federal governinent can help with money. But money ghould not be the limiting
factor on programs like this.

I ask you: Is not continued existence of livable cities at least as important as
building moré¢ interstate highways? Or financing more space adventures? Beauty
and fresh air, continued existence itself —aren't these all worth a grand armny of
systems teams? And as big an effort as our NASA program? Isn’t an investment
in hope and urban peaca worth as much to Americans as war and weapons?

We have the technology. We know the depths of the problem. All we need is.
the commitment. Let's make 'one. :

Senator ALLen. Thank you very much, Mr. Kimball. We appreciate
your: attendsnce at the subcommittee. Your statement is most per-
suasive and I might say also that it would make splendid testimony
when the subcommittee considers the overall problems of rural develop-

-ment. We are sceking to obtain some of the answers tq those problems
confronting town and country Arnerics, and you have made gome
fine suggestions along that line. I want to request if. you have not
appeared before this committee in that connection, that you allow us’
to insert your testimony in that aspect of your investigation, as well.

Mr. KiuBarn. L would be pleased to have you do “that, Mr.
Chairman. |

Senator ALLuN. That will’make a very fine poibt and we will see
toit. . , *

Mr. Kimball, you apparently are of the opinion.that transferring

Eilities and funds to the
State governments might result in » less efficient operating series of
pro%rums ab greater expense? i
Mr: KiMBars. I am'fearful that that would result. I don’t feel that ;
State agencies are really geared up
Senator ALLeN. And t,%ere is & good chance that some of the very .
fine Federal programs might be overlooked, or their priority might be
downgraded by the State government? (
Mr. KiuBaiL. - That is my fear. I think that the priority of attention
would be rearranged, and that might subvert the real intent of the
SN o
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"Congess. So, if ybu just transférred the money in a lymp sum and in

essence let them set their priorities .. ‘-

. '
s - Senator ALLEN. In effect, wouldn’t the Congress sbandon, as far® =
LA

as the Federal Gavernment is concerned, the funding df these programs
. and turn those funds over to the State, appgrently, to spend a§ they -
- see fit in the general classifications under our rural development if it

.1"  enbcted S. 1612 ss introduced. :
i Mr. KimBaLy. I think, in egsence, as I understand it, that you —
a would ‘be transferring & bloc of money and, it essence, saying to the

.4 State goyernment: “ You have thiy und it is*up to you to degermine in
+. . .what ong of these varieus programs yod want to fund that aspectand,
“«. to what degree.” .. . ’ .o ‘ v : , '
| - Senator ALrgN, It wouldn’t -have to be this specific-program; it
. Would,just be in that general area. : R R A
- Mr. KimmBarn. No. For example: The weter bank. {This is & new
) ‘program and as conservationists we were hopeful that'this would en-
‘20O lanllowner to tetaip water on his land and main-
tein some of the valuable marsh-wildlife habitat that our particular
organization-is interested in maintaining. It really basn’t made sense
- even at the Federal level to agrée to have one agency; let’s say the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which has a directive from Congress
" to maintain a marsh enyironment for water fowl, which is again their
responsibility, and having anotl@r agency of the Federal Government,
in this case the U.S. Department of Agriculture, providing tax money
to ‘drain’those same marshes. And these are the types of judgments
that you get if you transfer blocsofemoney and allow somebody to
set their own priorities, I think, here again, if there was soine way we
could be reassured that we have a master plan; and we can say, for
. example, in ;your home State of Alabama, that we are going to main-

tain a certain amount of those marshlands for water fowl, or whatever -~

the people of Alabama_decide should be mainfained, and then we
are going to drain some of thjs for agriculture, and we are going {o
maintain same of thisTor industry, then everybody would understand
where we are going, and we wouldn’t have all of these conflicts andall
of thie problems of funding, the arguments that go on in the govern-
ment and out ingthe public. v
{ So, really what I am saying is that we desperately need a statewide,
“comprehensive land plan, and anything that the Congress can do to
+ help finance and support the States in their effort to do this I think -
, would be very well spent. i . ' *
Senator ALLEN: I certainly -think so. o
Now, in order for some of these Federal funds undér these programs
. to become available they may have to be matched, do they not?
Mr. KivBaLL. Yes. : ’ .
Senator ALLEN. Now, in th
rural revenue-sharing program)
"States without any matching. So
money, and therefope less benefit,\would be obtained through the
revenue-sharing basipse\kmn under ti§ present program, which does
. draw Igcal money into thé program? \ »
. Mr. KimBaLL. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. And I think anyone
whe has ever served in any administrative capacity in the Govern-
ment knows that he can devise the best programs i the world, and

new program, the administration’s
hese funds are turned over to the
1s not possible that actually less

-
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if you don’t have funds to implement those programs it doesn’t mean
a thing. And if you diminish“hose funds I think you get ot of your
Ylanning effort and your.administrative costs just that much less and
firmly believe that.the local governments and States should share in
the cost of the programs which benefit those people. -
‘ " Senator ALLEN. [agreg, - . = - .
No#, mhihy of the existing Fed#ral programs are carried on by Fed-
‘eral employees, aré they not? ' SN .
- JMr. KimMBarL. Yes. : )
. Sepator ALceN.s This, then, would phase most of them out of em- . -~
ployment without the States paying comparable personnel to take over -
the work? .
Mr. KiysavrL., That is right. R .
Senator ALLEN. Autd possibly that is oné of“the parts that prompts
-you.to say, that there would be ?ess'efﬁciency with the State adr .
ministration? - o -

Mr. Kivpart. That is right; there is no'ques%;l"on about it, if you
provide the .money and the authority to proceel with -an -expanded
pr?gmm P u are going to have to have the technical and adminigtrative
personnél fo make those programs fnction. They have them cuyrently

in the Kederal Establishment. You do not have them in the State
governmnent. And in the evohitionary process, although-eventually the
States would probably get there, it is still a very expensive, time-
consuming and really, in our view,‘an unnecessary step.

Senator, ALLEN. K ow, are you hearing from the State wildlife !
federations telling you to get iri behind this program -and support it,
or are You hearing to the contrary? ' -

Mr. KimBaLL, We are hearing to the contrary. I think the testi-
mony is an expression of conceyn and fear more than anything else. -
They can see some problems even in their own States of having these

_priorities disrupted. Be¢ause we have been a-long time in convincing
some of our Federal policymakers that some of the esthetic values—-
I am thinking now about the one I am interested in, and that.is
wildlife—but some of the esthetic values should recgive consideration

) i‘%.‘,the development of programs, particularly as it affects land use.

@ hawve been successful in enlightening the Fedéral policymakers, 1

think, to a much greater degree than we have some of the State
people. And now that we have them enlightened where somne of these
consideratigns are clamped into the policy determinations, we have
some real fear that all of that will be lost, and people at the State level
generally are inclined to look at things in terms “of contributions to
the economy, maxim#m economic efficiencies, and they don’t have
room to consider esthetic values such as open space and natural
beauty, wildlife conservation.
" These are the types of things that most States say: Well, we really
don’t have the funds or the time or the effort or the: interest to
look after, or they give them the same degree of weight in their de- -
liberations that we do, the economic values. And consequently, we

* have some real eoncern that this might be accentusted by giving them
blocks of money to do with as they will. .

Senatof ALLEN. In the matter of rural development and the better-
ment of our rural ateas and our rural communities, do you feel that
the enactment of S. 1612 would be a forward step or a'backward step?

*

’
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Mr. KimBars. No, sir; I think it would be a backward step. -
iSenator ALLEN. Do you feel that this is a grassroots movemeént, or
is‘itka.n effort from the top to impose this on the grassroots, so to
spaak? .
Nr. KivBarnL. Well, T am really not sure & am qualified to answer
thay, Mr. Chairman. )

o Sdnator ALLEN. Let’s just ask the firsthalf of it, the}.'

. e Da you feel that this movement has grassroots. origin or support?

Mr, KrmBaLL. No, Ireilly don’t. I don’t think this is motivated by
any great groundswells of public opinion frony out in the rural com-

. munities. [ think more importantly there has. been, ag:d read it, at

+  least, considerable comment about. the desirability of revenue sharing.
The. States and cities always'have problemns, as everybody does, wit
funding the programs they slready have and many feel that the taxing
value of the Federal Government is so much greater, and they receive
such greater comtribution from the tax area, that this should take
place and there may bé some groundswells of opinion along that ling,
-but whether it is specifically earmarked for these particular projects
in rural communities I doubt. ' '

There is\some effort to fulfill that particular desire, but certainly
not specifically to this specific program. . : .

. Senator ALLEN. Now, as to the States themselves, is thero any great
- demand amapg the States for saddling them with this responsibility?
0 Mr. KimsArL. Not this particular responsibility; no, I know of none
+ from-the Statys or from public opinion generally. I (tf}}i.nk it is really
imposed from ‘the top down. ) :
enator ALLEN. Now you have a%§wered the second half of my
question, v '

Mr. KiMBaLL. That is a personal opinion, Mr. Chairman. I don’t
know, if I had to document that with communications from our
own State, that I could do that. ‘ -

Senator ALLEN. Thank you.very tuch, Mr. Kimball. I appreciate
your kindness and courtesy.

Mr. Poole, please. :

Mr. Poole, they have just signaled @vote over there, and it will take
about 20 minutes for the vote, and then they will have another vote
that will take about 20 minutes. So it looks like I am going to have to
be gone until after. 4 o’clock. I would be delighted to come back st

that time if it was cofivenient to you.

Mr. PooLe: Senatof, I am your last witness of the day?

Senator ALLEN. Yoy are the last witness, yes.

Mr. Poore. Perhapd it might suffice that my statement be sub-
mitted for the record, and say, secondly, that the rural revenue-
-sharing proposal, as we understand it, makes no sense whatsoever
with respect to the water bank program thatanany of the national
conservation organizations and many of the national wildlife organiza-

~  tions worked so very many years to achieve.

The preservation ‘of duck waterfowl habitat to carry out this
country’s commitments, international commitments with Canada
and Mexico, cannot be ‘ichieved in our opinion on purely a local
basis. The birds are only in certain places because of their historic
characteristics, and it is in those areas where water,"wetlands, and
" habitats have to be preserved and it cannot be preserved in any way
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. -is not equal in all States. T

- Wildlife Management Institute, with headquarters in Washington,

~or filled and converted to pasture or crops. It gives the landowner,
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if .the Stnites are merely going to divide the money amon them and
hopefully use it for the purpose of this program, because the problem

~ Senator ALLEN. Thank you very much. And without objection your
statement will bp put in the record as though delivered verbally.
Mr. Poorg. Thank you, sir. . .
(The statement of M. Poole follows:)

STATEMENT OF D A. POOLE, PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE
' MR EMENT INSTITUTE

Mr. PooLe. Mr. Chairnfan I am Daniel A. Poole, president of the

D.C. The institpte is one of the older_national conservation organiza-
tions, and its program has been devoted to the restoration and im-
roved management of renewable natural resources in the public

interest since.1911. o T
I appreciate this opportunity to explain the institute’s objection to
the inclusion of the water b rogram in the proposed Rural Com-

munity Development Revenue-Sharing Act. I am not attémpting to
?ass. judgment on the rural revenue-sharing proposal itself. I am not
aml(,}g;rmenou h.with some of the programs that would be folded imrto it
toc ent knowledgably. .

I have one general reservation about the pro osal, however. It
stems less from a human’s normal resistance to cgange than it does
from recognition that most national legislation has its beginnings in
responses to problems that are at least of regional concern. The major
kinds of promes that would be folded into the revenue-sharing plan
impact rural residents and communities in many States and I ques-
tion how fully discretionary State use of the relinquished moneys can
assure that the regional or national purposes |of such programs are
achieved. ' - & :

The water bank program is a case in poi
annual appropriation of $10 million for §O {
designed to give willing landowners a finania alternative to wetlands
drainage and destruction. Under our natio | agricultural program,
farmers can get technical and financial help Yo drain wetlands, but
there is no balancing program to save wet/lands. The pressures of
rising taxes and greater labor, equipment,-and materials costs force
farmers to seek to use all of their land for income production. Natural
wetlands on America’s farms are ceught in this bind, and millions of
acres of pgtholes, mafshes, and sloughs have been drained or filled
and converted to cropland or pasture.

The waterbank provides an economically viable alternative to
wetlands destruction bg offering “willing farmers and ranchers an
amount equal to what their wetlands are calculated to yield if drained

arrying an authorizéd
ears, the water bank is

for the first time, a pair of financially equal alternatives for the use
of his wetland—drain it or.save it. o

Having this kind of an option, the farmer and rancher more likely
will opt for wetland preservation. Wildlife agencies have known for
many years, and freely admit, that this country sustains its abundance
and diversity of wildlife mainly through the generosity and interest -
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of the farmer and rancher. Potholes, sloughs, marshes, and other
natural wetlands are among the most productive habitat for wildlife.
They are important for ducks, geese, and other migratory birds, and
they also provide excellent cover for such resident species as rabbits
and pheasants. Additionally, these natural land depressions collect
and store surface runoff, therehy helping to reduce flood crests. They

.

also collect and store nutrients that run off the land snd they are

instrumental in recharging ground water supplies. S

The water bank is o land and water conservation program. A
reading of the testimony received by the House and Serafe committees
makes this clear. Appearing before the committees to endorse and
support the concept were representatives from as many agricultural
‘organizations and soil and water conservation district associations, if
not more, than there were from wildlife azencies and organizations.
The program has the endorseinent of such groups as the American
Farm Bureau Federation, National Farmers Union, stockien and
water users associations, and the National Association of Soil and
Water Conservation Districts, among others. Appended to this state-
ment is & gopy of a letter signed by 13 national conservation organiza-
tions, also endarsing the water bank. :

Conservatjonists believe that the regional and national objectives
of the waterbank cannot be achieved by folding it into a revenue-
sharing program giving individual States full discretion over how the
money is to be spent. First, the' water bank never was conceived nor
advanced as an adjunct to rural developinent he ng largely or solely
local objectives, While it is attractive in thint the landowner retains

title? to his land and that it can be (axed by local governmént, the -

water bank is a wildlife and soil and water conservation yrogram,

Principal bencficiaries of the waterbank are wator fowl and other
migratory wildlife, nearly all of which are covered under the migratory
bird treaties with Canada and Mexico. Under the treaties and the
implementing acts,-the Federal Government is responsible for the
designated migratory birds. This responsibility #*executed through
the Departmentaf the Interior’s Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild-
life. That agency’s program for migratory waterfowl, of necessity
blankets all of the country. Beeause of their high mobility and seasona
movements, migratory waterfowl cannot be considered on purely a
local basis. Decisions and management actions concerning their well-
being must be based on regional, national, and international considera-
tions. '

One of the mott vital elements in this country’s migratory bird
conservation program is the preservation of wetlands habitat, With-
-out sufficient {M)itut, and in the right places with respect to the bird’s
nesting, wintering, and migrational needs, waterfowl and other
migratory birds will be imperiled and their numbers threatened. A
national waterfowl conservation program cannot be erected on the
Imere presumption that u-State will invest its equivalent share of
water bank funds in wetlands preservation. As' it now is constituted
and intended to be udministere(f, the water bank program is responsive
‘to the Federal Government’s commitment to Canada and Mexico
to protect migratory birds. Habitat preservation in a large way assists
our Government in discharging those commitments and for this

reason we believe that the water bank program shouldnot be included
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in any kind of a revenye-sharing program giving States full discretion
in use of the funds. ‘ -
(The letter refers to follows:)

SepreMper 28, 1970,

Dear ConoressmvaN: Tho undersigned national conservation organizations
have learned that the chairman of the House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries has requested the Speaker to list the widely supported Water Banl
bill, HL.R. 15770, on the suspension calendar for Monday, October 3.

Much has been heard in recent vears about the drainage and destruetion of the
natural wetlands needed by migratory waterfowl and other wildlife. Records of
House apd Senate committees bear out that a vast acreage of wetlands has heen
destr(’)})(‘i, much of it stimulated by ‘federal teehnical and financinl assistance.

Thea Water Bank offers the owners .of wotlands an aceeptable alternative to
drainage. Operating through existing USDA agencies, it would suthorize payments
for wetlands pressrvation, thereby making it feasible for farmeps, ranchers, and
other®landowners to resist the economic pressures that cncourage wetlands
destruction. . .

*~Asg shown by the House committee’s hearing record, the Water Bank is endorsed
by many of the country’s leading conservation and farm organizations and
agencies as a constructive approach to the proper management of land, wildlife,

. and water resourees.

American Forestry Association, William K. Towell, Executive Vice President;
Friends of the karth, George Alderson, Legislative Director; '
Izaale Walton League of America, Joseph W. Penfold, Conservation Director;
National Association of Conservation Distriets, Gordon K. Zunmerman, Lxecu-
tive Secretary; '
National Audu{)on Society, Charles H. Callison, Executive Viee President;
National Rifle Association of America, Frank . Daniel, Secretary;
National Wildlife Federation, Thomas L. Kimball, Kxecutive Director;
The. Nature Conservancy, Thomas W. Richards, President;
Sierra Club, W. Lloyd Tupling, Washington Conservation Representative;
Trout Unlimited, Ray A. i(otrlu, Washington Representative, i
The Wildernesy Society, Stewart M. Brandbory, Executive Director;
Wildlife Management Tustitute, Daniel A. Pooley President; and
The Wildlife Society, Fred G. Evenden, Executive Director.

Senator ALLEN. This concludes the Rural Development Subcom-
mittee’s hearing on 8. 1612, President Nixon’s Special Rursl (Com-
munity Development Revenue-Sharing Act of 1971. However, the
hearing record will remain open until September 29 to nccommodate
other individuals or organizations that may want to submit statements

L9

- for the record.

Speaking for Senator Hummphrey, chairman of the subcommittes,
Senator Talmadege, chairman of the full committee, both the subcom-
mittee and the full Committee on Agriculture and Forestry hope to
(-on‘{{)loto actian on this legislation during the month of October.

(Whereupon, at 3:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to,
the call of the Chair). '

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows:)

STATEMENT of Hon., Jimvy CarTer, (GoverNoR, §taTe or GEORGIA,
ATLANTA, GA,

I am Jimmy Carter, Governor of the State of Georgia. During, this, the first
year of my administration in Georgia, we are undertdking every conceivable
effort to expand and improve the capability of Georgia’s state government opera-
tions. One of my major objectives is to develop a highly efficient system for the
management of all programs—so as to achieve defined goals and objectives that
are responsive to the expressed interest of all Georgiahs.

We, in Georgia, have instituted a reorganization of State government, in order
to maximize both the effectiveness of individual state agencies and to develop a
better overall planning and management system for the total efforts of Georgia’s
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governmental operstions. As an integral part of our planning and management
efforts, we are vitally concerned with the responsible management of the financial
resources of all federal grant-in-aid programs so that they too will serve the goals
of our people in the most effective and efficient manner. i
At the present time, we in the State of Georgia are undertaking a massive effort
to gather the thinking of all Georgians through a *“Goals for Georgin” prograg. R
Wa are urging every citizen to participate --through regional conferenees, lettdrs
written directly to me, telephone ealls t eight educational television programs,
snd by attending eight statewise conferenees in Atlanta,
Virtually all Georgians have been informed of the “Goals” program and have
had tie opportunity to make an input. Nearly 308,000 Georgians have been
directly involved, either through the ETV programs or through participation in
the 6] regional and loeal conferences which were held this summex, Several
thousand more will submit their ideas for fmproving the functions of government
ot the vight Statewide Conferences now fchedyled betwepn October 5-15. Over
5,800 “Goals for Georgin'' workboolts were completed at the regional conferences
and their contents will be used as discussion points for the Statewide Conferences.
Although there have been other * Goaly” programs in other states, the Georgia
effort is unique in that it marks the firat timé any state has gone directly to the
people to.zet goals for a coordinated plan of state growth, The “goals’”’, as deter- .
mined by the people, will enable me, as Georgia's Chief Executive, and our State
. Legislature to become more responsive to the needs and ,gyishm of the Georgia
people. -
V{’le in Georgia have this veAr eatablished a “zero-base budgeting system”’
to inerensc the continuing review and evaluation of all existing State programs.
Georgia has had an effective “delivery system’for planning and management
services longer than any other state government. Qur delivery aystem has been
developed through our statewide system of multi-county Area Planning and
Development Commigsions. To coordinate the relationship of state and federal
agencies to these local Commissions, we have concentrated technicaPassistance and
coordination .capabilities for Georgia state government in my Bureau of State
Planning and Community Affairs. This same Bureau has overall responsibilities ~
° for coordinating with federal agencies so that federal programs can be related
4 to the interests of the ‘State Legislature, and in reporting directly to me-as
., Governor. In this way, we have built-into our planning and management system
the continuing inputs of local government, various organizations and all concerned
citizens. Out planning and program design process begins at the local level and

- is then coordinated and further refined through the appropriate planning re-
gponsibilities of the State and federal governments. Georgia was one of the
original States to recdgnize the need for the multi-state Appalachian” Regional
Comnymission. We are also one of only three states in the action that is presently
rarticipating in two Federal-State u.rtnershg Regional Development Programs,

n addition to the Appalachian Igegional evelopment Pr?gmm, we are also
members of the Coastal Plains Regional Commission.
I will not add to the list of the major actions we are undertaking beyond my
- aforementioned examples. But I do want to assure you that the bhasis for my
statement to you today is our intention in ‘Georgia to maximize the responsibility
of State government. Since I irmly believe that State government hus a foremost
and an irreplaceable responsibility in our federal system, we must introspectively
. look within our present federal system to develop feasible ways to distribute the «
revenue resources paid bypur taxpayers so as to maximize the delivery of govern-
ment services to our people.

N On the basis of my previous staternents which describe Georgia’s capability ‘
to manage the resources of State government, I now would like to make a brief |
and simple statement with regard to questions generally raised by the pending |
legislation on general and special revenue sharing. l

-The redistribution of federal revenues to State and local governments is essential
in order to provide reasonably adequaté resources t¢ maintain much needed

State and local government services. Since most of these services cannot and
should not be provided directly to the people by federal a%encies, it is quite
obvious that an immediate application of the concept of general fevenue sharing is
proper and necessary. The urgency of need for it, in fact, increases and has tended
to grow beyond the point of crisis in many State and local governments.

, eneral revenue shariug, in and of itself, therefore has great merit. However,
I do not believe that general revenue sharing alone will provide the answer. In
addition to distribution Los resources to the point where they will beat be planned
and adminis?n-d to ~etve thespeople, we still need to insure the development of a

Q
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total delivery system which will, with some uniformity of process, allow the
myriad of agencies at all three levels of government to mobilize their furrds—from
whatever soutces --more effectively in funding priority aetion for identified gonls
and objectives.

Therefore, in addition to general revenue sharing, which would probably desl
initially with only a relativelv small portion of federal program funds, we need o
systemn by which all"State, local and federal governments ma¢ effectively share
together in planning and managing the total impact of all government programs,
and in delivering tinal serviees to meet the greatest needs of our citizens. )

The Governors who have had experience in the Appalachian Regional Develop-

: ment Program are generally agreed that the factors of state program management,

* which I have already pointed out, do provide the framework for such a delivery
systemn. We believe that the Appalachian program deserves strong attention as a
basis for designing national ‘policies which allow the States, localities and the

_federal government to work together in partnership. We also believe that the

- Appalachian Program provides inuch of the basic foundation for the design of a.

delivery systemn which, if provided for on a national basis and assisted under
federal legislation, would make the concept of general revenue sharing more
palatable to all political interests, including The Congress, the Governors and the
mayorg, and would allow our state, local and federal governments to maximize
the effectiveness of all governmental programs,

All of any preceding remarks are preliminary to the final comment which I will
direct specifically to the pending rural revenue sharing legislation, 8-1612. It is
clear to me that this legislation represents an adinirable effort to bring together a
uumb(w&gfixisting programs into & more coordinated fashion, and to provide the
funds for these programs directly to States and localities for their use in 8 more
flexible manner in attempting to achieve the purposes of the original programs. It
is 8 very worthwhile pufrpoge. But it does appear to fall short of serving the pur-
poge in a practical way.’ . . .

Most of the programs which would be converted to special revenue sharing by
this legislation are much-needed programs. If the existing funds for these programs
were piade available directly to States gnd localities, most of the same program
purposes would be pgoperly served. I do believe, however, that a better way to
manage these programs can and should be developed. Certainly, there are too
many fragmented federal programs, now, which bring about duplication and over-
lai), and which too frequently bypass the knowledge and constitutional responsi-
bilities of our State and local governments. But I do not believe that simply
turning the money loose—without carefully building in a proper delivery system
design—represents an adequate way to provide for transition in the management
of these programs. And S-1612, if passed in its present form, might create con-
fusion and discontinuity in many essential govérnment services—particularly in
those States which presently have effective, on-going long-range planning and
management systems.

. It is imperative that we work out a8 more effective way for State, local and
federal governments to work together in the management 6f programs. I believe
this might be effectively dealt with in tandem with a general revenue sharing
approach—since new money is involved and will provide additional funds to
implement a planned approach to the delivery of services. In the case, however,
of the rural development revenue sharing legislation, I do not believe there has
been sufficient attention given to providing an orderly means by which the States
and localities could work with the Federal government to continue the important
existing program services while going through such an extensive transition in the
way such programs are managed. P
believe that Georgia is ready-today to deal with any general revenue sharing

funds—which are additional to those now available—that can be provided. I

think we must also work together, though, to obtain more general policies on a

} wide rarige of existing programs so that the delivery systems, such as those we

“~have established in Georgia, may receive support and cooperation from all federal
programs.

Igdo not believe, however, that it would be useful at thig time, to pass 8-1612,
gince it provides little or no additional funds, but does present all states with the
need to work out program arrangements without adequate time to do so in an
efficient manner. I believe that the purpose of 8~1612—consolidating many fed-
eral programs and making their funds and provisions available for State and
local government management in & more flexible way—can be achieved if we
work together in the design of policies for an effective delivery system.
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! hope that my commients are useful to you, T would be d(~lig\|t(~d, not only to
confer with you at grester length, but to make the resources of our State govern-
ment available to adsist you in the verv worthv obiectives vou undertake in
developing this legislation. ' .

.

. ’ Lansing, Micu., September 19, 1971.
. Hon. Hupert H. HuMPHREY,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Rural Development, Senate Committee on Agricullure
and Forestry, Senate O fice Building, Washington, D.C. 7

Dear SknaTor HompHrEY: I am submitting this letter as a part of the record
of the hearing of your Subcommittee on Rural Development, of the Commnittee
on’ Agriculture and Forestry, regarding the Administration’s revenue-sharing
program for rural development. -

I am very concerned about this program because I believe it will result in a
reat many states and local units of government circumventing the intent of
Jongress when much of the conservation legislation was passed. As I understand

it, funds presently allocated to conservation programs could be used for other
[)rograms which might appear intheshort-range point of view to be more important
ocally. Even within the consérvation programs, it would be possible to use the
funds in exactly the opposite way from the way Congress intended. For example,
- funds allocated to the Water Bank Act which was designed to preserve wetlands
could be used within the limits of other legislation and policy for dralnage.

Conservationists, -hoth individuals and- organizations, provided strong support
for,.the conservation legislation that this program would place in jeo ardy. T -
firmlv believe that the only way to insure that funds appropriated by the Congress
for the various programs are used as intended and within the limits of the legisla-
tion and established rules and regulations is for each fund to retain-its identity.

"I am. confident that conservationists in Michigan overwhelmingly_.support this
position. h .

I appregiate the opportunity to inform you and the members of your Subcom-
mittee of%e position of the Michigan Department of Natural Resourges and
untold thousands of concernéd conservationists on this important natter. '

Sincerely, - ‘ .
i . M. L. PeToskry, - LS
. Chief, Wildlife Divtsion, '
Michigan Department of Natural Resources,

Y
»

Forr Corrins, Covro., August 13, 1971.
Senator HueertT H. HuMPHREY,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Rural Development; U.S. Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. )
Dear SeNnaTor HumpHREY: As President of Colorado State University, I am,
. of egourse, deeply interested in the responsibilitics of the Senate Subcommittee
"~ on Rural Bevelopment which you chair in reviewing 8. 1612, the 1971 Rural
Developfhent Act.
There are several features in the Bill as now before yout that are of concern to
those of us within the land-grant system. These concerns relate to the Cooperative
" Extension Service. Some of them are: 3
(1) There needs to be added a provision in the Bill for mutual consent in |
program development hetween the land-grant university and the Secretary of |
Agriculture. .
(2) There should be a provision for growth, ‘
; s the Bill is now written, the ability of Cooperative Extension person- |
nel to use penalty mail for official business would be terminl{ed, and expenses |
of regular mail service would be forced upon cither the state or the individual ‘
counties, This should be corrected. |
(4) The proposed Bill would require the states to pay retirement and
fringe benefit costs of Extension federal appointees. These costs are now ‘
‘borne by the Department of Agriculture through appropriation to the depart-
ment; this current practice should be continued. 1
(5) Under the proposed Bill, Extension would lose its present ability to
purchase supplies and equipment through GSA sources at greatly reduced

*

ERIC



113

rates and appareatly woul% loz§” its ecurrent authority to acquire excess
personal property which has provided a great saving in many states. Again;
current practice should be continued. .

In spite of assurances by the Department of Agriculture that the intent is to sce
the Extension Service assume a more sfgnificant role and to receive additional
funds, the Bill seems to lack definitive guidelines and, therefore, could permit too
wide a range of choices in future programs for funding and administration.

Personally, I am of the opinion that the Extension Services must do bette: in
adapting their programs to meet higher priority needs of our society. I believe these
ogtlons are available to us under the current operating procedures, but greater
effort to change faster will have to be made. ertain%y, there is more built-in

. opportunity for local citizen advisory inputs in guiding programs under the pro- -
am as currently operated than would be the case if Extension should be included
In 8. 1612 as it is now written. . N

A g:)il\t of considerable concern ig, of course, a strong possibility under 8. 1612 -
‘that Extension could be placed in a position such that the protection of the Exten-
“sion Service against political manipulation would be jeopardized. As an educator,

1 would express to you my most serious concern if any legislation would permit a
branch of this University to be subject to becoming a political whipping boy.

« In view of the lack of clarity in the Bill, because of the fact that Extension now
illustrates effectively many of the basic philosophies of revenue sharing and because
of the potential the current legislation poses for political domination of Extension,
I ask that you give serious attention to the possibility of outright exclusion of the
Extension Service from the legislation. It would scem that the statements of the

. administration would be met if Extension were excluded. If for some,reason, the
- Congress feels that Extension shoul® be retained in the legislation, a series of
amendments would ost certainly be required to clarify the intent. ’
Your serious consideration %f these coneerng will be deeply appreciated.
Sincerely yours, . A .
: . A. R. CHAMBERLAIN, :
President, Colorado State University.

i _ lurtLe Rock, ARk., Scptember 14, 1971.
Hon. Huserr H.-HuMPHREY, -~
Chairman, Subcommittec on Rural Development, Old Scnate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. B

DEeAr SeNaTorR ApvenN: These comments are submitted for inclusion in the
record of a public hearing scheduled for Monday, September 20, 1971 concerning
the Administration’s Revenue-Sharing Program for Rural Development.

We understand that certain authorized federal programs for rural arcas will be
pooled into a common fund and that these appropriations and monies given to
the states for fully diseretionary spending will be delineated toward accelerated
rural development. The Water Bank Act, enacted last year to provide $10,000,-
000.00 aunually in an incentive program to preserve privately owned wetlands
for wildlife purposes, would he included among the programs to be affected by
_the revenue sharing proposal.

-3 Stuie wildlife agencies vigorously supported enactment of the Water Bank
' with the understanding that land owners would receive ineentives to preserve
wetlands on their properties. The Water Bank would, i1 effect, counter federally
financed agricultural programs which have offered finaneial assistance for the
drainage of wetlands and concorhitant destruetion of fisheries and wildlife
resourges. . .

We are apprehensive. that if the Water Bank's $10.000,000.00 annual appro-
priation is included in an dverall “rural ‘develobment” program, little of the
monies would actually be spent to encourage wetlands conservation, as was the -
intent of the Congress in passing the Act. -

" We fecl tirat appropriations for implementation of the Water Bank Act must be
used for thé specific purpose of preserving privately owned wetlands.
Yolurs 'very truly, N
. Rrcuarp W. Broacs,
Administrative Assistant, Arkansas Game and Fish Commission.
.
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- ® WasuinaToN, D.C., September 17, 1971.
Hon. Husrrr H. Héupunm,
Chairman, Rural Development Subcommittee, Senate Commillec on Agriculture and
« Foreatry, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Drar Benator HumpHRey: We are writing to you in regard to S. 1612, the
rural community development special revenue sharing proposal now before your
Subcommittec, .

This proposal was made subsequent to the American Farm Bureau Federation’s
1970 annual meeting held last December. Therefore, it has not been possjble for
the official voting delegates of the member State Farm Bureaus to give considera-
tion to this matter. :

Recognizing that this legislation would be considered by Congress ahead of our
next annual meeting, the American Farm Bureau Federation Board of Directors
discussed it at its March meeting and voted that Farm Bureau give its support
to the “$1.1 billion rural community development ‘special’ revenue sharing pro-
posal.” At that time, the following statement was issued by the Board: '

“Farm Bureau supports -President Nixon’s rural community development
revenue sharing proposal. Under this proposal, the respective gtates would receive
bloc grants for rural development in lieu of funds that currently are earmarked
for a variety of specific programs. The total amount of federal funds available for
state rural development activities would be increased; matchin quirements
would be eliminated; and states would be allowed to determine t way in which
federal grants are to be used to advance rural development.” -~

We thank you for this opportunity to have Farm Bureau’s views on S. 1612
considered, and would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the
hearing record on this issue.

. Sincerely yours,
. ’ : MaRrvIN L. McLar,
Legislative Director, American Farm Bureau Federation.

* ATLaNTA, Ga., Seplember 11, 1971.

Hon. HuBERT HUMPHREY, - . '

" Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

Dear BenaTor IlumpHREY: Enclosed you will find the prepared statement

adopted by the National Association of County Agricultural Agents at their annual
meeting in Columbus, Ohio. A . o

Our association realizes the need for, and will support, a program to develop the

>

ship can generate for any program could best be served under our present organiza~-
tion and not under the proposal outlined in 8 1612.

I had the privilege of hearing your statement to the County Commissioners of
Georgia this spring and I thought you did an excellent job of outlining some of the
basic problems in meeting one of AmeriéW’s critical needs, the need of development -

* the backbone of America, the rural communities. g
Sincerely,
D. W. STrRoHBEHN,
National Association of County Agricultural Agents.

(The statement is as follows:)

The National Association of County Agricultural Agents would appreciate the
opportunity to have its views on 8 1612 expressed to vou and your subcommittee
and made part of the official record of vour committee. In addifion, if further testi-
mony is needed our association would appreciate the opportunity to testify.

Our associatién. of 5500 members represents Extension agents whose primary
responsibility lies in the field of agriculture and its implications on the total society.
They may be assistant or associate Extension agents, County Extension agents,
or area and.state staff personnel. Many of our members serve as county Extension

“chairmen, and this involves the responsibility of the total Extension program.
Therefore, some of our testimonyv will involve the total Exterision rogram and will
supplement other testimony you might receive on the 4-H and Home Economics
programs. . 14

BRIEF HISTORY OF EXTENSION

With the passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914, we in Extension have had 57 °
years of experience working \\,\'ith rural people. The passage of the Smith-Lever Act
o : ’

rural areas of America.- We fecl, However, that the strong teamwork our memher- -
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did not make Cooperative Extension work or its representatives an instant success.
Tar from it, as our earlier agents were looked upon with suspicion, and “‘that fellow
with only book knowledge who probably couldn’t even plow a furrow.” The ac-
ceptance of the first county Extension agents was indeed slow and many a year
passed by Before he was looked upon as an autHority in the field ef agriculture.
Beeause of the wisdom of the language in the Smith-Lever Act and the f#eedom
from political pressure on the state and national lpvel, Cooperative Extension
began to make its mark on the agricultural scene. -
ooperative Extension through its informal nducution&? methods has made it
ossible for millions of Americans to receive and participate in the benefits of |
. igher education who woutd not have had the opportunity to attend for formal
study.
Tl}x’e eduecational system of pooling the resources of USDA, the Land Grant-
universities, the various experiment stations through the local Extension staff,
has made this system a model for the world. The combined financial support, by -
¢ loeal, state, and federal funds has prevented Extension Service from being domi-
nated by any agency. The efficiency of Amerieahn agrieulture today has placed
the United States as an exporter of food and released from agriculture production
millions of workers for Ameriean industry. This' combination of events is the
maojor reason svhy the United States is a world power. Let us emphasize again
that this position of power was not brought on by‘chance, but by the confidence
of American agriculture in its method of research and education that makes new
methods, varieties, maehinery, ete. adopted ip a very shortperiod of time. '

WHY I8 BEXTENSION EFFECTIVE?

The Cooperative Extension Service is effective on the local level for mumerous
reasons. Its professional staff of 15,300 men and women and approximately ten
thousand aides is small compared to many other agencies. But, its effectiveness
is inereased for the following reasons:

1. Extension agents are assisted on the loeal and the state level by an estimated
100,060 man years of volunteer leaders, a force dedicated to Extension and a
nucleus for ge and advancement of the Extension program. :

2. Extension programs involve local people and are, generally the results of
program planning and development involving the desires and aspirations of the
people on the local ievel. When a person has a hand in developing the program he
will also be a promoter of the program and help garry it to completion.

3. Confidence by Local People: By presentin%the facts both pro and con and
by not dictating a program, Extension has through the years let the people
decide after studying all available facts the best course of action. Through this
method Extension has gained the confidence of the people and the new program
becomes their program and adoption bgcomes a matter of fact. L

4. Educate, Not Sell: The Cooperative Extension Service role hgs always been
to place before thocreople the facts on any given situation. Through seminars,
group meetings, field days and tours, etc,, ixtension has been able to ln'{) before
the people the combined facts of research and technolog from the USDA, the
agriculture college, experiment station, and then let them decide according to their
needs. We have not been a selling agency of either the state or federal government.
The selling approach of 80 many federal programs is one of the reasons they so
often fail to gain loeal accertance. By presenting the facts through educational
gleqtgngs, Extension has relied on those involved to come up with the right

ecision.

) 5. Local Programs: The Extension program has been a local program and has
not been classified by its people as something that came down the pipe from
Washington or the State Capitol. This type program has again created confidence
on the local level that we are not watchdogs for either a federal or state program
and {riendly disagreement will not become _testimony for or against any program.

6. Extension Springboard for the Job: Extension when adequately staffed can
do the job. It has the local coitacts, know-how, professional competence, and

hysical facilities to carry ouf rural development or any other program. Too many
fmes, we have been saddled with a new job with no increase in the staff to carry
it out. Every efficient Extension agent in the United States is carrying more than

_ afull load. By adding another program to his load without additional personnel is
unfair to both the new program and local staff. Those of use on the local level have
geen many federal programs spend tremendous sums of money trying to get a
program off the gound. The failure was'due primarily to lack of educational pro-
cedures and a local bage of confidence by the peog e. Given a staff and adequate
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finaneing, we are positive the Extension Serviee can do the job on the coufity level
"beeause we work from the ground pfy inktead of from the top down.

7. Extension Library of Knowlfdge: Local clientele, for years, has reggnized

ixtension as its best source of infdgmation on everything pertaining to agrigulture
and home geonomics. Extension thraugh its chain of resourecs has boen gble to
supply both the rural and urban andicnee informatiog and rescarch data on pearly
every agriculture and home economies subject. "

8. Outside Financial Help: Extension beeange of its reputation on the locaflevel
has been able to invite loeal eivie organizations, business enterprises foundatjons,
and loeal people to financially participate in a number of agricultural projeetg and
livestogk shows, cammunity development, and 4-H aetivities and home ecoriggmie
activities. This ontside help, hesides the moral help on the local level, haxs podred
millions of dollars each vear into sponsorship of these programs—programs that
cotild be lost if Extension loses its friends on the loeal level, . i

9. 'Extension Revenue Sharing at Its Best: The Cooperative Ixtension Service
is Revenue Sharing at ity best. An example of where federal dollars nre matched by
county and séate governments. more than dollar for dollaf; When you add a
100,000 man years of volunteer service plus millions of dollars contributed by the
people. themselves, the®end result is a program that works with a minimum of ¢
dollars and a maximum of people participation. -8 .

NACAA is Opposed to Cooperative Extensions’ Inclusion in gl’ural Development
Revenue Sharing: )

The National Association of Coynty Agricultural Agents iy opposed to the
Jinclusion of the Cooperative Kxtension Service in S 1612, 8 1612 as it presently
is written pertaining to Extension Service raises questions-that are unanswered.

1. Through our formula system of the division of the federal dollar and the
matching requirement of the state’s, the Cooperative Extension Service has been
able to earry on its program on a nonpolitical basis. 8 1612 appears to require no
matchifg monev from state and loeal sources! With over half of these funds coming
from these sources, what bappens to these funds when the state and county
governments are led to believe that the federal government will now finance the
Coonerative Extension Service? It is conceivable in a short period of time after the
passage of such a bill local and state governments might withdraw their financial
stupport throwing the whole program on the Federal grant. The end result could
cut the personnel and program by more than 50 per eent,

2. 51612 Could Freeze Extension Funds: This leaves no roomn for new programs,
or growth, nor any provision for the loss of local or state support. The bill calls for
no matching money as doex the Smith-Lever Aet. The end result would be an
zllld('qllﬂ((‘ understaffed Extension Serviee that was no longer effeetive as loeal

nd state funds were shifted to other programs and Extension became totally

financed through its Federal grants to the state. . .

3. 8 1612 would mean *Good-Bye” volunteer leaders and millions of dollars of
non-tax money for the Extension Serviee, Onee we lose the identity as a loeal
program developed by loeal people and are dependent on the funds set up hy
Congress in rural development revenue sharing, we've lost our most effeetive
weapon - loeal support. - .

4. No Pewdllty Mail: Extension uses newsletters or commodity letters as one
of its major means of keeping the public up to date with the ehanges and reeom-
mendations heing made. This plus the countless bulleting and other inforniation
muailed on request cost money. Who is going to pay the hill for this essential
serviee, or will the eounties who are supposed to be helped have €5 pay the bill?

3. Civil Serviee Retirement: How niany USDA employvees at one time or
another were employees of the Cooperative Extension Service? Quite a few. We
helieve reeruitment froni the ranks of Extension to other federal agencies has
been helped beeanse they would not lose their Civil Serviee retirement,

Although the bill anthorizes the states to eontribute (o Civil Serviee retire-
ment, there ix no requirement, And, under 8 1612 all Cooperative Extenson
employees would, in our opinion, soon he climinated from Civil Serviee Retire-

Since most retirement plans are geared to 30 or 35 years of serviee, without
severe early retirempnt losses. Those Extension agents presently employed would
not have the required number of years and, therefore, most would have to work
until mandatory retircment to build a satisfactory retirement base. . :

6. Insurince and Employee Insuranee Coverage: Federal employees insuranee
has been the base for many an Extension Service employee’s insurance program.
No provision has heen made to protect these individuals from this,loss or to
assure these employees that someone else will have a comparuable plan.

ment. States would require that we participate under their retirement svsfem,
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What happens to Employees Injury Compensation? Doens the state piek it up,
or are we left entirely without? o ’ :
True theabove are fringe benefits, but they are of concern to the rank and file
and must be'dealt with adequately. With all the fringe benefits gone Extension
recruitment in the future is not bright. :
 There are other administrative weaknesses that we are sure our Extension

administration will axk about, such as what happenx to the following: 4
1. 'County Extension offices in Federal Buildings.
2. GSA purchase for Extension nse. -
. 3. Coordination between the Federal Extension office and the various
states. ’ '

4. If a state doesn’t participate in Revenue Sharing what happens to the
_Eixtension Servite? ’ ) ,

BN In conclusion, the National Association”of Counfy Agricultural Agents is in
favor of seine method of developing the rural areas. Those of us on the county
level know that little development ean take place without new jobs. These jobs
can be stimulated by the Federal Goverfam@nt, but the long-term solution is
new industry. Industry must make a profit incorder to stay in business i addition

‘to all the other ingentives they look for when developing a new location. The
county Extension agents stand ready to coopefyte in any way possible to help
solve the undérpopulated, low income ruml@rca. problem. We feel with adequate
manpower we can offé¢ alternatives to stimulate local initiative to encourage

~ business’and industry to move to new areas.
We feel S 1612 is not the answer for the Cooperative Extension Service and we
respectfully request that Cooperative Extension Service be stricken from the bill.
The above statement was reviewed and adopted by the National Association
of County Agricultural Agents at its Annual Meeting in Columbus, Ohio on

- September 10th, 1971. ’ ‘

o .

. Harrisonpura, VA., September 7, 1971.
Hon. Tromas N. Downing, . :
Houase of Representalives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. DowniNg: At a recent Virginin State Dairymen’s Association’s
Board of Directors’ meeting, our Board expressed its concern gver porsions of the
proposed Revenue SharingmeAct involving Rural Communityf§)evelopment.

After discussing this matter thoroughly, as well as giving due consideration to
the overall aspects and intent of the RRevenue Sharing Act,-it was our Board of
Directors’ feel‘ing that the Revenue Sharing Act, in its present form, left much
to be desired in order to maintain an effective Iixtension Service in the Common-
wealth of Virginia. o .

Accordingly, & motion was made and passed unanimously recommending that
Extension Service monies be eliminated from the Revenue Sharing Act and remain
intact in the~Smith-Lever Act. A#o approved in the sarmne motion, that an appro-
priate resolution would be writter? expressing the Board’s concern over this matter
and forwarded to Virginia’s U.8. congressional members. .

The following Resolution, T believe fairly represents the intent and feelings of
our Board of Directors: . :

*‘Resolution on the Revenue Sharing Aet .

“Whereas the Virginia State Dairyinen’s Association’s Board of Directors, in
its summer 1971 aneeting gave serious consideration to the proposed Revenue
Shating Act now on the floor of the United States House of Representatives and
Senate and those areas involving the Extension Service of Virginia which could
provide extensive and possible unwarranted changes in the Extension strucutre;

“Whereas the Virginia State Dairymen’s Association recognizes that the Fed-
eral Government is attempting to increase its efforts to implement assistance to
the states through Revenue Sharing; that two companion bills, 8 1612 and
H.R. 7993 have been introduced to implement the Aet for the Cooperative
Extension Service and that to the best of our knowledge the provisions of these
two bills are not in the best interest for Virginia's dairy farmers, the economy of
Virginia, and that the current operations, missions, and programs of the Coopera-
tive Extension Service should not be changed by legisiation; and be it -

“Resolved, That we belicve the Cooperative Extension Service should continue
to be funded and administered under the Smith-Lever Act as amended and if
any federal legislation is enacted, it js impottant that it enable the designated

Q
Y
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{ Land-Grpnt University Cooperative Extension Service to continue ‘all programs,
operatiof, and funding in acecordance with the basic principles authorized under
glée. tSmit, -Lever Act as amended and the Agricultural Act, a8 amended: Therefore

l ' ‘ : [y .
““Resolved further, That we feel relationships which now exist between the
federal, state, and local governments with the designated Land-Grant College
and University for Virginia is revenue sharing st its best as this arrangement has
‘demonstrated its ability to be responsive axd effective in developing an evér
expanding rural economy and that our members in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives and Senate should be aware that the changes being proposed would
make it necessary for the Commonwealth to increase its appropriation by approx-
imately one million dollars to offset the denial of federal space, GSA purchasing,
- payment of retirément benefits, penalty mail privileges and excess property for
use by the Cooperative Extension Seryice.” RN - .
Downing, your. Board of Directors, officers, and members sincerely appre-
ciate your kind consideration of this matter and attentiprhto those areas of concern
which have been expressed -in the above resolution. : .
If at any time I could angwer any questions relating to this magter or if you have
-updated information that ‘will apply directly ' our expressed concerns in the

~  contact me directly at my office in Harrisofb
Bdard of Directors. i
Yours very truly, Y

for: further review with onr

- . JorN L. MiLLER,
Ezecutive Secretary, Virginia State Dairymen’s Association,

4

WasmHiNGToN, D.C., August 11, 1971.
Senator HuperT H. HUMPHREY, . ’

Old Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DAk SeNaToR HUMPHREY: Reference is made to S. 1612, the revenue-sharing

program for rural development andy more particularly, to Sec. 202(e), at page 11,

. of the bill as introduceg R .

: A cliche many fajl'to understand or appreciate goes essentially: ““Ameriga
owes its prosperity A0 its agriculture.” Yet, facts show that only in Amerioa does
the labor of one person.feed 50 others. We have the lowest amount of spendable
income required for feeding our people. Only when we recognize that as little as
17% of our “takehome’” pay is required to feed our people; versus 253 % for
Europe to nearly 509 for the Eastern Bloc, does the economic significance of
American agricultural productivity become readily apparent. Too few people
remember how this happened, nor do they realize that our reserves of food and

~ fiber crops are now drawn down to a low level.

It is beyond debate that the land-grant universities have made a tremepdous
contribution to America’s enviablé position through their extefiSion, research
and teaching programs. Through programs of the cooperative extension service,
results of research in the laboratory and field are instanteously available to our
farmers. The extension service reputation is such that our farmers accept with
little urging the new findings. Our agriculture is founded on scientific fact—not

M wild political-genetic prayerful hope, but proven truths. We deal daily,
with the emerging nations who cann et their people to follow their state and
national universities’ leadership bec B of lack of trust and rapport. Ours, on
the other hand, is a strong contrast’ ’

American agriculture is founded on science and education. Progress in both of
these fields will be critical to our future. Looking ahead to the year 2000, we could
well ‘have a population of 300 million people—an increase of nearly one third.
Yet, even today, only 5% or our pgpulation feeds the other 95%. Furthes,
strides in agriculture must be made if we are going to enjoy, the bounty we are
accustomed to, ’

The above cited paragraph [202(e)]-leaves it to the states to apportion the
‘monies in a “sufficient portion” and “gffmparable in size and type” as in fiscal
year 1971 to carry out agricultural extension work. Aside, from the extreme

« vagueness or want of definition, this provision is a major risk-taking for the
country. Headless horsémen, unplanned -scientific work, and the ‘i)sropagatlou
thereof will not suffice. We grow accustomed to bigger and better yields and other
fruits of improved agricultural efficiency. Yet, the Southern corn blight in 1970
proved this to be a risky assumption at best. N N ) .

. ’
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currently proposed Revenue Sharing Act, it wéiil8\be appreciated if you would -
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We urge you to carcfully consider the language in Sec. 202(e) of 8. 1612. It
should, in my judgment, be rémoved from the state-revenue-sharing provision,

stajfis. Failing that, the Congress should more clearly define by statutory defini-
tion and legislative history a positive mandate to go forth with agricultural
extension programs that will meet our needs in the future.

You may include this letter as Em of the proceedings .on September 20, 1971,

. I would very much appreciate having your views on this. N
Sincerely yours, ’ o
Epwin M. WHEELER,
N ¢ - President, The Fertilizer Institute..
. 4

°

(¥
StaTemMeENT oF E. CLinTON STOKES, . SENIOR Assoﬁ/;':hm, AGRIBUSINESS AND
RuraL Arrairg, CaamBer OF CoMMERcCE OF THE, UNITED STATES
L Y

The National Chamber is convinced o the need to reduce the lag in economic
and social adjustments in many of the less populated rural areas of the country
. and we are also concerned with the need to increase the efficiency with which rural
development affpirs are conducted; involve the citizens of these areas in a more
realistic decisionmaking way with their public problems; and selve a higher pro-
, ¢ portion of the problems of rural America locally. , \

I 1t is for thesp reasons that.we support 8. 1612. 0 ’
Accomplishing these objectives wﬂfrequire a maximum of flexibility in the pro-
- ams and organizational approaches because of the diversity of resources and con-
tions in rural areas. Special emphasis is needed to develop human resources—
motivation, education andejob placement. Modernization of public facilities, serv-

efficient and effective. . :

‘The National Chamber also belicves that the primary responsibility for planning
to meet the needs of rural communities and regions should rest with the leadership
of the communities and regions involved, whether that leadership be governmental
bodies or private organizations or a combination of the two. .

The Federal government has many programs currently in operation which are
in§euded to meet most of the needs cited above. There are at least two major de-
ficiencies—flexibility and decentralization. A third deficiency can usually be recog-
nized—noney. : .t 4

8. 1612 provides these essential ingredients—decentralization of the decisions
making process and flexibility in the application of program assistance. An increase
in the amount of public funds is also provided. The bill consolidates the funds of
eleven federal assistance programs and allocates the money to the states on a for-
mula basis for rural,development purposes. The types of programs combined in-
clude assistance for wgter and sewer facilities, conservation, extension education,

. multiple area.planning and general economic development. Added<to the combined
fund of $921 million would gbe another $179 million to prevent any state from re-
ceiving less money than under the existing direct grant assistance. Most states
will recei ve more money. This particular combination of programs and implementa-~

- tion procedures may not represent the ideal approach, but it is an important first
step. . -

Under 8. 1612, the Adminjstration pill, the states would be-required to set up a
state-wide development plan outlining spending intentions for both rural and ur-

. ban areas. Multi-jurisdictional planning districts’ with local representatives, or
some other process involving local community participation, would be required.

There would be no matching requirements for states to receive these funds. The

» money could be used for any, or all of the combined programs; could be applied
as the local community’s cost-share portion for other. Federal programs; or could
be spent for locally conceived programs, as long as they were for rural develop-

ment purposes. - . .

The National Chamber supports in principle the provisions of S. 1612, i.g,, the
consolidation of the funds from the various grant assistance programs and the
allocation of these funds to the states for rural development purposes. Federal

ants-in-aid have tended to become an irresistible source of increased revenue for
state and local governments, but at the expense of efficiency, effectiveness, and
loeal leadership. The proliferation and expense of these Progmms have brought
increased Federal direction and control over wide areas of traditionally state and

- local government funetions. Every' effort should be made to consolidate the yast
uumbe"f existing cunditional Federal grant-in-aid programs, to eliminate much

Y
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and ghe bais for funding agricultural extension be maintained in its present |

ices and institutions in the lagging areas is needed to make public services more °
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of the existing duplicated services as well as to increase the flexibility of their
apglicatiou at local levels. e
. 1612, along with other special revenie sharing proposals of the Administra- «

tion, provides a way to :
control by the Federal .

The National Chaher regards the provisions of 8. 1612 as far preferable to
those of 8. 2223, wtich is also before this Subcommittee. Both measures have one
basic ‘objective in common—to strengthen the economy of rural areas. 8. 2223
would create a perinanent national banking system, complete with branch banks.
It would establish another agenoy in the U.S, Department,of Agriculture to pro-
vide another system of subsidizing credit to borrowers for rural development
purposes which could not be financed at commercial interest rates. It would add to
the proliferation of Federal programs proyiding grants and loans to disadvantaged .
areas and businesses, rather than reduce the involvement and control of the-
Federal government. . :

A better alternative to special eredit programs would be to decentralize the
federal credit programs through the various specinl revenue sharing proposals of
the Adminjstration. For example, the Subcommittee might consider including the

egin a reversal of this trend toward more centralized
vernment. )

Rural Electrification Admi tion "programs and the Farmer’s Home Ad-
ministration’s direct and ins oan programs in the special revenue sharing for
rural development. The estab! ent of state and local credit agencies providing

supplemental credit would be more responsive to actual needs of the communities
involved. Decentralizing public credit needs would place both the capability and
responsibility for decision-making closer to the localities where the need may or
may not exist. :

+ Therefore, the National Chamber respectfully urges your Subcommittee to
report favorably Senate bill S. 1812—to establish a revenue sharing program for
rural development. .

. ’ Wasningron, D.C., September 22, 1971.

Hon. HuserT H. HumMPHREY, : N :

Chairman, Subcommiltee on Rural Development, Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HUMPHREY: A heavy travel schedule prevented having a state-
ment prepared for your September 20 Subcommittee hearing regarding funding
of rural developments. Therefor, it will be appreciated if the following commerits
could be included in the hearing record. oo

In these days of steam-roller encroachment upon the natural environment for
a variety of economic reasons, establishment of the Water Bank program within
]rpfcent years was certainly a wise move toward preservation of wetlands for wild-
ife species. .

The Wildlife Society supportec development of the Water Bank program. We
are, therefore, deeply concerned that there are proposals underway to reshuffie
these programs in such a way as to jeopardize the future funding-of Water Banlk
program objectives. We wish to urge you to assyre continuation of the Water Bank
program to the benefit of this Nation’s wildlii®ygesources.

Respectfully submitted.

S i Frep G. EVENDEN,
, - Executive Director, Wildlife Soctety.

‘ .
! CHicaGo, ILL., September 9, 1971. k J

Hon. Huscrr H. Huwmpurey,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C. .
Drar SeNATOR HuMburer: It is my understanding that you will hold an

S. 1612 hearing in Washington, September 20, -

Because of my deep involvement in, and knowledge of, 4~H, my primary
concern is the effect 8. 1612, ay presently written, will have on the Cogperative »
Extension Service and 4-H. ]

As a member of management of American Oil, a l()ng-timqfrxmsor of the 4-H
tractor program, I have observed the present system at wotk at close range fof
a number of years. It is difficult to imagine another system in which business,
education, and government work more harmoniously toward a common goal.

+
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The present system and organization is responsive to the needs and wishes of the
people in eounties and states. And, too, thé program is carried on in a non-political
=, clihate.

All this would change if the Cooperative Extension Service were brought under
the provisions of 8. 1612 as it is now written. Extension would inevitably become
entangled in the political machinery in each state and the national programing
coordination would be weakened.

At the present time I am honored to serve as president of the National-4-H
Service Committee. From that vantage point, T sece the Cooperative Extension
Service performing best under the present system; therefore, I would urge you to
exclude it from the provisions of 8. 1612.

If you wish, you may make this letter a part of your September 20 proceedings.

Sincerely yours, .
/7 Braing J. YARRINGTON,
N President, American 01l Co.
Scro, OREG., September 15, 1971.
‘ Senator Huserr HUVPHREY, : .
. U.S. Senate,
) Washinglon, D.C.

Dear Sir: I¢have been reading with interest and confusion the draft bill
proposed by See. of Agriculture Clifford M. Hardin, known as the Rural Com-
munity Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971.

Many concepts of the bill are just not clear and I cannot see any benefitin this
bill for myself and other rural families in the state of Oregon. My interpretation
is, that states with small rural population, as is Oregon, would be virtually left out
in the revenue sharing. Larger rural population areas hawever would do well.

Small farmers, régardless of area are hard pressed at present and I-see no answer
+for us in this bill.

1 urge you to consider this measure with great care before approving it.

Sincerely .

- Mrs. Lester R. Kuikin.

=4

Senator Hupert H. HUMPHREY,
Chairman, Subcommitlee on Rural Development, Senale Commiltee on Agriculture

" and Forestry, Senate Ofice Building, Washington D.C. :

-Dear Mr. Humparey: This is to urge your Commit'te@’s support of the
Water Bank program which 1 understand is scheduled to be discontinued under
the Administration’s revenue sharing for rural development planning. I think
we all know that if the $10,000,000 scheduled for wetlands preservation were
transferred to the discretion of state administrators little of it would end up
being used for the purpose for which it was originally intended. So many of our
wetlands have already been destroyed that it seems a real shame not to do some-
thing to preserve the few we have left and encourage the development of new
ones for the wildlife resources they so abundantly support.

. Very truly yours,

Cuicago, IuL., September 7, 1971.

Freperick C. PuLLMaN.

O
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